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PREFACE 

This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), constitutes the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project in San 
Jose, California. The EIR was circulated to affected public agencies and interested parties for a 45-
day review period. This FEIR consists of comments received by the Lead Agency, the City of San 
Jose, on the EIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the text of the EIR. 

In conformance with the CEQA Guidelines, the FEIR provides objective information regarding the 
environmental consequences of the proposed project. The FEIR also examines mitigation measures 
and alternatives to the project intended to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. The 
FEIR is used by the City and other Responsible Agencies in making decisions regarding the project. 
The CEQA Guidelines require that, while the information in the FEIR does not control the agency's 
ultimate discretion on the project, the agency must respond to each significant effect identified in the 
EIR by making written findings for each of those effects. According to the State Public Resources 
Code (§21081), no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental 
impact report has been certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment 
that would occur if the project is approved or carried out unless both of the following occur: 

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each 
significant effect: 

( 1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
will mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities of highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report. 

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of 
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment. 

All documents referenced in this EIR are available for public review in the office of the City of San 
Jose, Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, at 200 East Santa Clara Street, San 
Jose, California, Monday through Friday from 8:00a.m. to 5:00p.m. In accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines, the FEIR will be made available to the public ten days prior to the EIR certification 
hearing. 
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I. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
RECEIVING THE DRAFT EIR 

Federal and State Agencies 

Federal Highway Administration 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2 
State of California Department of Transportation, District 4 
State of California Department ofToxic Substances Control 
State of California Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Regional and Local Agencies 

Association of Bay Area Governments 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency 
Santa Clara County Roads and Airports 
Santa Clara County Planning Department 
City of Santa Clara 
Martin Luther King Main Library 
Rose Garden Branch Library 

Individual and Local Organizations 

San Jose Water Company 
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II. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Presented below is a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR. 
The table below also identifies the date of the letter received, and whether the comment submitted 
requires substantive responses in the First Amendment. Comments that raise questions regarding the 
adequacy of the EIR or analyses in the EIR require substantive responses. Comments that contain 
only opinions regarding the proposed project do not require substantive responses in the First 
Amendment. Complete copies of all the letters are included in Section V. of this First Amendment to 
the Draft EIR. 

Comment Received From 

State Agencies 

A. State of California 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

B. State of California 
Department ofFish and Game 

C. State of California 
Department ofToxic Substances Control 

D. State of California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 

E. State of California 
Department of Transportation 

Local Agencies 

F. County of Santa Clara 
Roads and Airports Department 

G. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

H. City of Santa Clara 

Organizations 

I. Berliner Cohen Attorneys at Law 

J. Cory Neighborhood Association 
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Date of Letter Response Required 

February 9, 2007 No 

January 4, 2007 Yes 

February 5, 2007 Yes 

February 5, 2007 Yes 

February 8, 2007 Yes 

January 26, 2007 Yes 

February 8, 2007 Yes 

February 27, 2007 Yes 

February 5, 2007 Yes 

February 12, 2007 Yes 
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Individuals 

K. Cameron M. Colson 

L. Kathryn Mathewson 

M. Margo Wixsom 

N. Andres Cathalifaud 

0. Joe Chang 

P. Jeff Land 

Q. Angela D'Orfani 

R. Barbara Ferrell 

s. Alex Morgan 

T. Linda Perrine 

u. Sharon McCray 

v. Kirk Vartan 

w. Douglas V. Handerson, AICP 

X. Yolanda Reynolds 
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January 3, 2007 Yes 

January 8, 2007 Yes 

January 27, 2007 Yes 

February 10, 2007 Yes 

February 10, 2007 Yes 

February 10, 2007 Yes 

February 11, 2007 Yes 

February 11, 2007 Yes 

February 12, 2007 Yes 

February 12; 2007 Yes 

February 12, 2007 Yes 

February 12, 2007 Yes 

March 11, 2007 Yes 

January 16, 2007 Yes 
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III. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The following section includes all of the comments on the Draft EIR that were received by the City 
of San Jose during the advertised 45-day review period. The comments are organized under 
headings containing the source of the letter and its date. The specific comments have been excerpted 
from the letter and are presented as "Comment" with each response directly following ("Response"). 
The letters submitted to the City of San Jose are contained in their entirety in Section V. of this 
document. 

STATE AGENCIES 

A. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH, DATED FEBRUARY 9, 2007 

The State of California Office of Planning and Research sent a letter acknowledging that the City of 
San Jose complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. No response is required for this 
letter. 

B. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, DATED JANUARY 4, 2007 

Comment Bl: The Department ofFish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the document for the subject 
project. Please be advised this project may result in changes to fish and wildlife resources as 
described in the California Code ofRegulations, Title 14, Section 753.5(d)(l)(A)-(G). Therefore, a 
de minimis determination is not appropriate, and an environmental filing fee as required under Fish 
and Game Code Section 711.4( d) should be paid to the Santa Clara County Clerk on or before filing 
of the Notice of Determination for this project. 

Please note that the above comment is only in regard to the need to pay the environmental filing fee 
and is not a comment by DFG on the significance of project impacts or any proposed mitigation 
measures. 

Response Bl: The appropriate environmental filing fee shall be paid upon filing of the Notice of 
Determination for the VaHey Fair Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBTANCES CONTROL, DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007 

Comment Cl: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (SCH #2006052162). As you may be aware, 
pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8, the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees cleanup of sites where hazardous 
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substances have been released. As a potential Resource Agency, DTSC is submitting comments to 
help ensure environmental documentation prepared for the Westfield Valley Fair Site under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any remediation activities 
pertaining to releases of hazardous substances. 

According to the draft EIR, the project includes the expansion of the existing Westfield Valley Fair 
shopping center to accommodate 650,000 square feet of additional retail space and the demolition 
and reconstruction of two parking structures and three commercial buildings and realignment of 
roadways. The various proposed activities in the project area have the potential to disturb soil 
containing hazardous substances from both agricultural activities. 

The draft EIR does not mention the need to thoroughly investigate the historical land use of all 
properties both within and near the project area. For example, DTSC's EnviroStor database 
(http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.qov/public/) identifies an adjacent site south of Stevens Creek that 
was used for agriculture until the early 1960s and was found to be contaminated with lead, arsenic, 
and chlorinated pesticides. The soil at the Valley Fair site may be similarly contaminated. In 
addition, road work associated with the project may disturb soil potentially contaminated with 
aerially deposited lead. 

Response Cl: A site meeting the description of the property mentioned in this comment was 
not identified when the City of San Jose reviewed the EnviroStor database 
(March 2007). 

The property referred to in this comment could be the Santa Clara Gardens 
Development Project site (also known as the Bay Area Research Extension 
Center or BAREC property), located to the northwest of Valley Fair, across 
Winchester Boulevard. As described in Section 4.9.2.1, Database Research, 
of the Valley Fair EIR, the Santa Clara Gardens site was tested for hazardous 
materials associated with its long-term use as an agricultural research facility. 
Arsenic and dieldrin were detected in the soils on the property which is 
currently proposed for residential and park development. All contaminated 
soils would be removed from the Santa Clara Gardens site prior to 
development in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations. 

The Valley Fair site has not been used for agricultural purposes since at least 
1956 when the original shopping center was constructed. The Valley Fair site 
was never used for agricultural research, which would be expected to use 
greater amounts of pesticides than typical agricultural uses. In addition, the 
Valley Fair site has been extensively redeveloped over the years, and there 
have been no significant hazardous materials incidents reported on the site. 
For these reasons, it is not believed that soils on the Valley Fair site are 
similarly contaminated. 

The Valley Fair site has been almost completely paved since approximately 
1956. Therefore, the potential for aerially-deposited lead to be contained in 
soils on the project site is low. 

Comment C2: Without information about potential contamination from all previous land uses, 
DTSC will be unable to determine whether hazardous substances may have been released to project 
areas. We strongly suggest that the City of San Jose thoroughly assess all historical activities within 

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 5 First Amendment to the Draft EIR 
City of San Jose April 2007 



and near project areas. Based on that information, samples should be collected to determine whether 
additional issues need to be addressed in the CEQA compliance document. If hazardous substances 
have been released to the soil, ground water, or surface water, these releases will need to be 
addressed as part of the Plan. 

Response C2: As described in Section 4.9 of the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 
EIR, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the project 
site. Two retail establishments on the shopping center site were listed on 
federal and state databases as facilities that use or generate hazardous 
materials. These two establishments were photo processing facilities and no 
violations or compliance infractions were identified with respect to these 
establishments. In addition, they are no longer located on the site. One 
incident that did occur on site was related to the spilling of approximately five 
gallons of paint primer in 1990. The spill was cleaned up immediately and 
this minor release has been closed. 

Seven leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) are located on properties 
adjacent to the Valley Fair site. These cases have been closed either because 
they do not exhibit levels of contamination requiring remediation, have been 
remediated to the satisfaction of the SCVWD, or are not suspected to 
represent a significant threat to human health or the environment. As such, 
these sites are not suspected to have had a negative impact on the project site, 
and no additional investigation or remediation is required. 

Comment C3: For example, if the Plan includes soil excavation and remediation, the CEQA 
document should include: (1) an assessment of air and health impacts associated with soil excavation 
activities; (2) identification of applicable local standards, which may be exceeded by the excavation 
activities, including dust levels and noise; (3) transportation impacts from the removal or remedial 
activities; and ( 4) risk of upset if an accident occurs at the Site. 

Response C3: The proposed shopping center expansion project does not include the 
excavation of soils for the purpose ofhazardous materials remediation. The 
project includes the implementation of standard mitigation measures to 
reduce short-term construction-related air, noise, and traffic impacts to a less 
than significant level, as described in Section 4.1 Land Use of the Valley Fair 
Shopping Center Expansion Project EIR. 

Comment C4: DTSC and the Regional Board signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), March 
1, 2005 aimed at preventing duplication of efforts among the agencies in the regulatory oversight of 
investigation and cleanup activities at brownfield sites. Under the MOA, anyone requesting 
oversight from DTSC or the Regional Board must submit an application to initiate the process to 
assign the appropriate oversight agency. The completed application and site information may be 
submitted to either DTSC or Regional Board office in your geographic area. 

Response C4: As previously described, regulatory oversight of investigation and cleanup 
activities on the project site will not be required for the expansion of the 
existing shopping center. 
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D. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION, 
DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007 

Comment Dl: Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff has reviewed the subject 
Draft Environmental Impact Report and has the following comments. 
Section 4.8.3.3, Long-term Water Quality Impacts (pages 81-82) 
This section discusses the project's proposed post-construction stormwater management measures, 
which would be implemented to comply with Provision C.3 of the City of San Jose's NPDES Permit 
(Provision C.3) and San Jose's Post-Construction Urban RunoffManagement Policy (Policy 6-29). 
The proposed treatment includes a 6,000 ft2 bioswale and media filter devices, including below 
ground vaults and/or manholes containing filter cartridges. 

Water Board staff is concerned because the sizing design standards for the post-construction 
treatment measures were applied only to the net new impervious surface of 13,500 ft2

• Provision C.3 
and Policy 6-29 require that post-construction treatment measures be sized to treat all new and/or 
replaced impervious surface for the site. Furthermore, if more than 50% of the existing impervious 
surface on the site is replaced, Provision C.3 and Policy 6-29 require that all the existing, replaced, 
and new impervious surface be included in the stormwater treatment design. This calculation has not 
been done in Section 4.8.3.3; rather, proposed disturbed land versus total project site area (44.5%) 
was used to conclude that only the net new impervious surface area should be used in sizing the 
treatment systems. Please revise Section 4.8.3.3 to be in compliance with Provision C.3 and Policy 
6-29. 

Response Dl: Section 4.8.3.3. Long-Term Water Quality Impacts, ofthe Valley Fair EIR 
has been modified to emphasize that the proposed project would result in an 
additional approximately 13,500 square feet of impervious surfaces on the 
site, which is an increase of about one percent over the current impervious 
surfaces, as shown in Table 4.8-1 of the EIR. This condition would not be 
significantly different from the existing site condition. 

The project proposes stormwater treatment controls, numerically sized in 
conformance with City of San Jose Council Policy 6-29, to treat the 
impervious surfaces from the proposed expansion area. Approximately 31.3 
acres (the total area to be disturbed as a result of construction) would be 
treated through a combination ofbiorention cells, bioswales, and media filter 
devices, as described in the Valley Fair EIR. Please refer to Section IV. of 
this First Amendment to the EIR for the text revisions made to Section 4.8.3.3 
of the EIR. 

Comment D2: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (pages vi-xviii) 
This section does not include a discussion of the Long-term Water Quality Impacts and their 
corresponding Mitigation and A voidance Measures. Please include this discussion and ensure that it 
reflects the revised Section 4.8.3.3. measures. 

Response D2: The summary of the EIR includes only significant impacts, as required in 
§ 15123 of the CEQAGuidelines. Long-term water quality impacts ofthe 
project were determined to be less than significant because standard · 
mitigation measures in accordance with City of San Jose Council Policy 6-29 
are included in the proposed project. 

---------------------------------------
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E. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 2007 

Comment El: Thank you for including the California Department ofTransportation (Department) in 
the environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have 
the following comments to offer. 

Forecasting 
The following scenarios should also be analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS): 

a) Existing Conditions 
b) Proposed Project Only 
c) Cumulative Conditions 
d) Cumulative Conditions Plus Proposed Project 

Section 5, page 38 of Appendix B, Cumulative growth conditions, includes only the analysis for the 
Cumulative Condition Plus Proposed Project scenario. The Cumulative Condition without Project 
traffic should also be analyzed. 

Also, the Cumulative Condition and Cumulative Condition plus Proposed Project Condition should 
be included in the Transportation and Traffic Section, the main body of the DEIR. 

Response El: The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) completed for the proposed Valley 
Fair Shopping Center expansion project followed guidelines set forth by the City 
of San Jose (Interim Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis of Land 
Developments, June 1994) and Santa Clara County Valley Transportation 
Authority (Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, March 2004). 

As described onpage 38 of the TIA, the cumulative condition includes an 
analysis of all pending projects in the project vicinity. Section 7.3.2 of the EIR 
(page 121) describes the cumulative condition as all approved, planned, and 
reasonably foreseeable development projects in the vicinity, which includes the 
proposed project, in conformance with the state's CEQA and the City's TIA 
guidelines. Therefore, the cumulative condition without the project is not 
included ih the cumulative scenario. The project's contribution towards the 
cumulatively significant impacts to intersections and freeway segments is 
described on pages 124 and 125 of the EIR. 

Comment E2: Highway Operations 
This project is causing significant impacts to 1-880 and 1-280 under project and cumulative 
conditions. This development needs to mitigate for significant traffic impa<;ts to the State facilities 
and state what this mitigation will be or provide fair share fees and identify improvements for which 
these fees will be used. 

Response E2: The comment is correct in stating that the project would result in significant 
impacts to freeway segments under project and cumulative conditions. As 
stated on pages 46 and 125 of the EIR, widening freeways for the purpose of 
adding new through lanes would constitute a major capital improvement to 
state facilities, which are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. The associated 
costs of acquiring the necessary right-of-way and relocating businesses and 
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residences along that right-of-way make this mitigation infeasible for one 
project alone to implement. It should be noted that a "fair share" contribution 
is only meaningful/feasible if a funded program exists to actually improve 
freeway conditions. The collection of money without any formal adopted 
plan to allocate those funds is not mitigation under CEQA. For these reasons, 
the EIR concluded that there are no feasible mitigation measures available to 
reduce impacts to freeway segments to a less than significant level. 

Comment E3: Queuing impacts to State facilities for project and cumulative conditions should be 
identified by comparing the calculated 95th percentile queue (design queue) to the available queue 
storage. Queuing impacts to be identified include, but are not limited to the following: Spillback 
queues from tum lanes at intersections, queues from one intersection that extend back and impact 
other intersections, queues from bottleneck locations such as lane drops that impact the operation of 
the facility and spillback queues on ramps that impact the State facility. Any queuing impact 
identified needs to be mitigated or fair share fees should be provided with identification of 
improvements for which these fees will be used. 

Response E3: As stated in the TIA for the project and EIR, an operations analysis has beeh 
prepared for the project and is included in this First Amendment to the DEIR 
(Section VL). The purpose of the simulation analysis is to evaluate the 
dynamics oftraffic operations as they exist today and the effects of planned 
roadway improvements. It does not identify CEQA traffic impacts, but rather 
allows analysis of signalized surface networks, freeways, or a combination of 
both. The model was used to evaluate the effects of vehicle queues spilling 
out of tum-pockets and blocking adjacent through lanes, queues extending 
through upstream intersections, failure of vehicles to clear an intersection in 
the allotted green times, and temporary blockages due to bus stops. 

Typically, only the most critical areas of concern for traffic operations are 
analyzed, such as project street frontages. However, for this analysis, a much 
larger study area was selected to thoroughly evaluate not only traffic 
associated with the proposed expansion ofValley Fair, but also traffic 
operations in the entire area. The roadway network included in the simulation 
analysis includes Forest Avenue from I-880 west to Winchester Boulevard, 
Winchester Boulevard from Forest Avenue to I-280, Stevens Creek 
Boulevard from Winchester Boulevard to 1-880, I-880 from Forest A venue to 
south ofl-280, and I-280 from Moorpark Avenue to west of Winchester 
Boulevard. The existing roadway network as well as a network that includes 
planned roadway improvements was analyzed as described in Section V. of 
this First Amendment to the DEIR. The simulation was run for the PM and 
Saturday peak hour traffic conditions using existing and cumulative traffic 
volumes. The results of the simulation are described in Section VI. of this 
First Amendment to the DEIR. 

The City of San Jose is working with the project applicant (Westfield), to 
identify potential improvements along Stevens Creek Boulevard between I-
880 and Winchester Boulevard, including possible improvements to the I-
880/Stevens Creek Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard/Monroe Street 
intersections. Identified improvements in the City of San Jose will be made 
by the project. Identified improvements within the jurisdiction of the City of 
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Santa Clara and/or Cal trans will be done if encroachment permits can be 
obtained. 

The EIR includes all traffic impacts at intersections and on freeway segments 
as required by the City of San Jose. This additional operations analysis is 
being provided for informational purposes only and does not identify 
additional traffic impacts not already disclosed in the EIR. 

Comment E4: This document states that queues from Stevens Creek Blvd. spill back onto the 
Stevens Creek/I-280-/1-880 collector road and northbound I-280. In addition, queues from the I-
280/Moorpark intersection queue back on the southbound 1-280 off-ramp. To fully analyze impacts 
to State facilities from queues on Stevens Creek Blvd., Winchester Blvd., and Moorpark Ave., 
intersections should not be analyzed as isolated intersections. The intersections on these streets 

· should be analyzed together as a system using a traffic model such as Synchro. 

Response E4: Please refer to Response E3, above. The CORSIM simulation was used. 

Comment E5: The 1-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. intersection analysis, for the A.M. project traffic 
conditions, is missing from this document. 

Response E5: Conditions at the 1-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection for the AM 
peak hour project conditions can be found in Table 4.2-6 of the EIR. Traffic 
volumes are provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix B). The 
calculation sheets for the transportation analysis were circulated in Volume II of 
the EIR. 

Comment E6: This document states that LOS analysis does not identify the operational problems on 
Stevens Creek Blvd. and a more detailed traffic operations analysis will be prepared. This detailed 
traffic operations analysis needs to be submitted for our review before the Final EIR is approved. 

Response E6: Please refer to Response E3. As previously stated, the operational analysis is 
included in this First Amendment to the Draft EIR for informational purposes 
only. The operations analysis does not identify additional City of San Jose or 
CEQA traffic impacts at intersections or freeway segments. Information in 
the operations analysis is useful to determine potential roadway and 
intersection improvements in the project area, but the environmental review 
and ultimate certification of the EIR are not dependent upon this information 
because LOS impacts are not identified. It is anticipated that Caltrans will 
review the operations analysis during the design process for the proposed 
improvements to the 1-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange. 

Comment E7: Transit and Community Planning 
The project Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 indicates that pedestrian crossings shall be enhanced at 
strategic locations with countdown signals and that pedestrian pathways shall be lined with shade 
trees. 

The Conceptual Site Plan (Figure 4) shows only one intersection improvement with pedestrian 
crossing treatments along Stevens Creek Boulevard. 

Response E7: As stated in Section 4.2.3.8, Impacts on Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of 
the EIR, the proposed project includes extensive improvements to the 
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intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Santana Row. Currently, only 
one side of the intersection has a crosswalk and the sidewalk areas at the 
comers of the intersection are limited. The project includes an additional 
eastern sidewalk across Stevens Creek Boulevard and widened sidewalks at 
the northeast and northwest comers of the intersection. The signal at the 
intersection would be converted to eight-phase operation to allow safe 
pedestrian travel. Shade trees are included in the improvements as shown on 
Figure 7 of the EIR along the Valley Fair frontage of Stevens Creek 
Boulevard. 

Comment ES: We suggest that the project proponent include pedestrian crossing treatments at 
additional intersections between the project and adjacent neighborhoods along Stevens Creek Blvd., 
Winchester Blvd. and Forest Avenue in order to accommodate alternative modes of transportation 
and reduce the demand for auto trips. 

Response ES: The comment is noted. It is anticipated that additional improvements to 
accommodate pedestrian access to the Valley Fair site will be included in the 
project, as necessary. Existing crosswalks on Stevens Creek Boulevard 
would be retained as part of the project and crosswalks would be installed at 
the relocated intersection on Winchester Boulevard at Dorcich Street. 
Pedestrian crossing improvements are not proposed on Forest A venue as part 
of the proposed project. 

Comment E9: Although I-880 may represent a barrier to pedestrian access to the project from that 
direction, we suggest that the project proponent also consider enhancements to pedestrian access at 
the I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. interchange. 

Response E9: 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

As described in the EIR (Section 4.2.4.2), future improvements to the I-880/I-
280 interchange are planned which could affect the ramp operations at the I-
880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange. It is anticipated that should 
pedestrian access at the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange be 
affected by this future construction, improvements shall be made as part of 
the interchange project to restore pedestrian access to the Valley Fair site. 

F. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA ROADS 
AND AIRPORTS DEPARTMENT, DATED JANUARY 26, 2007 

Comment Fl: We have received and reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center. The following are our comments: 

Traffic Analysis should include the intersections on San Tomas Expressway at Monroe Street, 
Pruneridge A venue, and Saratoga A venue. 

Response Fl: All intersections to which the project was projected to add 10 or more peak 
hour trips per lane to any movement were studied per CMP guidelines. The 
project is expected to add 10 peak hour trips or less to the intersections of San 
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Tomas Expressway with Pruneridge Avenue, Monroe Street, and Saratoga 
A venue. With Lawrence Expressway providing dual left-tum lanes in each 
direction, a minimum of 20 trips would be required for study. It is expected 
that project trips would dissipate significantly west of San Tomas 
Expressway. 

Comment F2: The improvements listed in Expressway Planning Study at San Tomas Expressway 
are not funded. Therefore, this project should pay their fair share for these improvements, or provide 
mitigation measures at impacted intersections. 

Response F2: As described in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the 
project (Appendix B), a significant impact would occur at the intersection of 
San Tomas and Stevens Creek Boulevard under the cumulative condition. 
The proposed project would make a significant contribution towards this 
significant cumulative impact. As stated in Section 7.3.2.3, the County has 
future plans to improve San Tomas Expressway; however, this project is not 
yet funded. As stated in the EIR, once funding is secured, the proposed 
project could be required to make a fair share contribution towards the 
identified improvements. 

Comment F3: Please provide us a copy of your Final Environmental Impact Report for our review 
and comment. 

Response F3: A final EIR will be sent to each respondent to the EIR. 

G. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 2007 

Comment G 1: The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VT A) has reviewed the Draft EIR 
(DEIR) for a 650,000-square foot expansion ofthe shopping center at the northeast comer of Stevens 
Creek and Winchester Boulevards. We hope to have the following concerns addressed in the 
development: 

Transit Support 

Consideration of Bus Rapid Transit 
Valley Transportation Plan 2030 (VTP 2030) and the VTA Measure A Revenue and Expenditure 
Plan both include implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Corridor on Stevens Creek 
Boulevard as a major initiative with funding from local and federal sources. The developments near 
the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Boulevards will be a major focal point for this 
Corridor. Absent from this DEIR analysis is a discussion of the proposed Stevens Creek Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). It is anticipated that new service will begin within the next three to five years. 

As stated in a letter sent by VT A on June 26, 2006 regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP for the 
proposed shopping center expansion), the BRT line will require dedicated, street-front right-of-way 
for stations along both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard between Monroe A venue and Winchester 
Boulevard. In addition, a new bus stop located on Winchester Boulevard immediately north of 
Stevens Creek Boulevard for VT A Route 60 will provide needed "cross platform transfer" 
functionality once the Stevens Creek BRT is in service. The letter requested that the environmental 
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analysis assume BRT operations and include these facilities. City staffwill work with VTA to 
identify locations for BRT stations. Critical to introducing the BRT service in a compressed 
schedule will be the ability to serve major generators such as the Valley Fair Mall in an efficient 
manner through well-designed station facilities near the comer of Stevens Creek and Winchester 
Boulevards. The developer should be required to contribute new transit station facilities at the 
selected location in conjunction with implementation ofBRT. 

Response Gl: Implementation of the planned Bus Rapid Transit line along Stevens Creek 
Boulevard is a project exclusive of the proposed Valley Fair Shopping Center 
expansion. The Bus Rapid Transit will in itself require study that must 
identify requirements for its implementation. Those requirements may 
include right-of-way acquisition to accommodate new transit stops. It is 
expected that Valley Fair as well as any other properties along Stevens Creek 
Boulevard will cooperate with the implementation of the bus line. However, 
providing right-of-way along the Valley Fair frontage for a transit stop and 
location that has yet to be identified, is not feasible. It should be noted that an 
existing VTA transit center is located in the northwestern portion ofthe site. 

Comment G2: Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections 
Please discuss in the DEIR pedestrian access to the proposed project site from adjacent 
neighborhoods, particularly from the recently approved senior housing at the BAREC site on 
Winchester Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. VT A recommends that the pedestrian realm along 
Winchester Boulevard between the senior housing and the proposed project site be designed to be 
inviting and safe. As part of the effort to provide an inviting and safe environment, please consider 
amenities such as landscaping, benches, and a varied facade that is rich in pedestrian detail as 
described in sections 2.1 and 4.1 ofVTA's Pedestrian Technical Guidelines. For more information or 
a copy of these guidelines, please contact VTA at (408) 321-5725. 

Response G2: An evaluation of pedestrian and bicycle connections to Valley Fair was 
completed as part of the TIA for the project. The major point of pedestrian 
activity is at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Santana Row. 
The intersection provides a connection between the Santana Row and Valley 
Fair shopping centers. As part of the Valley Fair expansion project, several 
pedestrian enhancements will be made to this intersection to enhance access 
and provide a safer environment for pedestrians. 

Several pedestrian/bicycle connections, via signalized intersections, are 
provided along Winchester and Dorcich Street to Valley Fair from adjacent 
neighborhoods. Access along Winchester Boulevard to Valley Fair will be 
provided via the existing Winchester Boulevard/Forest Avenue intersection as 
well as a proposed relocation of the Dorcich Street signal. In total, there are 
eight signalized intersections surrounding Valley Fair Mall that provide 
pedestrian/bicycle connections to surrounding land uses. These access points 
will continue to be maintained as part of the proposed project. 

It should be noted that the Santa Clara Gardens project northwest of the 
Valley Fair site has not yet been approved. 

Comment G3: The DEIR states that San Jose's General Plan designates Stevens Creek Boulevard as 
a future bicycle facility. VT A considers this corridor important to bicycle travel as well and intends 
to add Stevens Creek Boulevard to its network of cross-county bicycle corridors in the coming 
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months. Please provide information regarding the future bicycle improvements that are intended for 
the proposed project site so that they may be considered as part of the work to add Stevens Creek 
Boulevard to the network of cross-county bicycle corridors. 

Response G3: The proposed shopping center expansion project would not affect any 
existing or planned bicycle facilities on Stevens Creek Boulevard, as 
described in Section 4.2.3.8 of the EIR. The proposed project does not 
include improvements on Stevens Creek Boulevard to facilitate the future 
designation of this roadway as a bicycle facility, nor would it preclude the 
roadway from being designated as such. 

As described in Section 4.4.4, Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Air 
Quality Impacts, bicycle amenities shall be provided and/or improved for the 
project. As appropriate, this shall include secure bicycle parking for office 
and retail employees, bicycle racks for retail customers, and bike lane 
connections throughout the project site. 

Comment G4: Transportation Impact Analysis Review 

Proposed Mitigation for Freeway Segments 
Page 44 of the DEIR states that the results of the freeway level of service analysis indicate that the 
proposed project would create a significant impact on freeway segments on two freeways (1-880 and 
1-280) in the project area. The DEIR also states that the proposed project would contribute a fair 
share contribution towards identified improvements on the southbound side of the 1-880/Stevens 
Creek interchange to be negotiated during the funding process for the improvements. VT A strongly 
supports such developer contributions towards improvements related to the freeway system adjacent 
to the development. 

VT A is currently undertaking a study for I-880, which includes reviewing improvements to the 
Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange at 1-880, Monroe Street adjacent to Valley Fair Mall, and the 
Winchester Boulevard interchange at 1-280. VTA encourages the developer's input and contribution 
on these improvements via coordination through the City of San Jose. 

Response G4: The comment correctly states that the project would result in significant 
unavoidable impacts on four directional freeway segments ofl-280 and 1-880. 
The comment is also correct that the proposed project would contribute a fair 
share contribution towards improvements at the 1-880/Stevens Creek 
Boulevard interchange. It is anticipated that the developer will participate in 
coordination/negotiation efforts during the funding process for these 
improvements. 

Comment G5: Mitigation to CMP Intersection 
Page 46 of the DEIR states that there would be a significant impact on the Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) intersection Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard ifwidening of the 
intersection to include a second southbound left-tum were found to be infeasible by the cities of San 
Jose and Santa Clara. If this mitigation is found to be infeasible, it is recommended that the 
developer provide a fair share contribution toward identified improvements at the adjacent CMP 
intersection at Stevens Creek Boulevard and San Tomas Expressway. An improvement was 
identified for this intersection as part of the County Expressway Study. 
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Response GS: As stated on page 44 of the EIR, the proposed project would not result in a significant 
impact at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and San Tomas Expressway, 
according to CMP criteria. As stated in Response F2, a significant impact would 
occur at this intersection under the cumulative condition. The proposed project 
would make a significant contribution towards this significant cumulative impact. 
As stated in Section 7.3.2.3, the County has future plans to improve San Tomas 
Expressway; however, this project is not yet funded. Once funding is secured, the 
proposed project could be required to make a fair share contribution towards the 
identified improvements. 

The contribution of funds for improvements at the intersection of Stevens Creek 
Boulevard and San Tomas Expressway would not mitigate for impacts at the 
intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard. 

Comment G6: Pass-by Trip Reduction Rates 
A twenty five percent (25%) reduction for pass-by trips was used in this DEIR. Please provide back­
up documentation on how this percentage was derived. 

Response G6: Trip generation for retail uses are typically adjusted to account for pass-by­
trips because relatively few trips to a regional shopping center include a visit 
to just one location within the center. A pass-by trip reduction of 25 percent 
was applied to the proposed project based on City of San Jose trip generation 
guidelines outlined in The City of San Jose Interim Guidelines for Traffic 
Impact Analysis of Land Developments, June 1994, which are based on the 
Congestion Management Agency's TIA guidelines. The proposed Valley 
Fair Shopping Center expansion meets established criteria for implementation 
of a pass-by trip reduction. 

Comment G7: Parking 
The DEIR proposes an additional 114 parking spaces beyond the City of San Jose's zoning 
ordinance. The concept of not providing these spaces and using the land area for BRT 
accommodation should be explored working through the City of San Jose and with VT A. 

Response G7: Refer to Response G 1. As stated in this comment letter, the BRT project has 
not yet been designed and the locations for future BR T stations have not been 
determined. It is expected that Valley Fair will cooperate with the 
implementation of the bus line, but reserving extra parking area on the project 
site for a transit stop that has yet to be specifically identified is not feasible. 

H. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CITY OF SANTA CLARA, DATED 
FEBRUARY 26, 2007. 

Comment Hl: This letter is to follow up on several recent communications between the cities of 
Santa Clara and San Jose regarding Santa Clara's comments on the Valley Fair Expansion Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). While the City of San Jose has taken the role of Lead Agency 
in the preparation of the CEQA document, the City of Santa Clara is effectively a Co-Lead Agency 
as it does need to rely upon and also certify either this document or a similar analysis in order to 
issue the discretionary permits for a Variance application and Architectural Approval required within 
its jurisdiction. In this particular case, the entitlements and permits required to implement the project 
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within our jurisdiction are key components of the overall project. Insofar as we want to utilize the 
same effort and document, Santa Clara is very interested in assuring that the certification of the Final 
EIR is a thorough and comprehensive evaluation of the issues of concern. 

Response Hl: During the preparation ofthe EIR, the City of Santa Clara was consulted as to 
their agency status for the project EIR process. The City of Santa Clara 
determined at that time that they would serve as a Responsible Agency under 
CEQA. In addition, the City of Santa Clara did not request to be a co-lead 
agency during the circulation period of the Notice of Preparation (June 16, 
2006 through July 17, 2006) for the EIR. 

In commenting on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project EIR, 
the City of Santa Clara is acting as a Responsible Agency consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines§ 15096 (d) which states that "A responsible agency should 
review and comment on draft EIRs and negative declarations for projects 
which the responsible agency would later be asked to approve." The CEQA 
Guidelines go on to say "The comments shall be limited to those project 
activities which are within the agency's area of expertise or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency or which will be subject 
to the exercise of powers by the agency." 

In this case, the City of Santa Clara has permitting authority over the 
components of the project proposed to be constructed in Santa Clara, 
including the relocated bank and grocery/drugstore buildings. 

Comment H2: At the outset, I would like to thank you for the time that you and several City of San 
Jose staff members took to meet with our Public Works Director, Acting Traffic Engineer and our 
Development Review Manager on February 151

h to discuss the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study 
and the traffic analysis for the Valley Fair DEIR. As we have discussed, the changes to the mall that 
are being proposed by Westfield are important to both cities in a number of ways. These important 
and vital changes require an environmental document that analyzes the impacts that will be 
associated with increasing floor space at the mall by almost 650,000 square feet and altering site 
access. The alterations may have significant impacts to those who visit the site as well as those who 
live or work near the site, and even to those who merely pass by the center at certain times. With that 
in mind, the City of Santa Clara is providing its comments to the DEIR. I apologize for the delay in 
meeting your deadline and our later commitment of last week, but we hope that these comments will 
result in a more thorough evaluation for the public and the decision makers in both cities. 

Response H2: The comment is noted. No further response is required, as no questions on 
the EIR are raised by the comment. 

Comment H3: Transportation and Traffic Impacts 
Issue 1: Potential neighborhood traffic impacts resultingfrom the project are not reflected in DEIR. 
The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study by Hexagon Transportation Consultant, Inc., dated October 
23, 2006 was prepared for this project. No references have been made in the DEIR to this report; it is 
referenced in the TIA information in the appendices, but the report itself is not included there. The 
study appears to recognize that the residential neighborhoods to the west ofValley Fair could 
experience up to 44% percent increase in vehicle trips on Henry A venue. While comparing the 
existing and future daily traffic on Henry A venue as cited in Figure 2 and 7 of the report, the increase 
in traffic volume is from 369 to 1,111 (an increase of742 daily trips, approximately 300%). In 
contrast, the DEIR concludes that no neighborhood impacts will occur. 
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Per the discussion with your staff, we understand that San Jose maintains that the traffic increase is 
attributed to the existing neighborhood traffic being redirected within the neighborhood as a result of 
proposed street improvements along Winchester Boulevard. 

Response Requested: The DEIR should adequately address whether a threshold of traffic impact in 
the neighborhood has been identified and provide the quantitative criteria and/or applicable City of 
San Jose policy that specifically addresses this analysis. If there is not a threshold or an impact that 
is applicable, this should be clearly stated. Changes to the traffic patterns and increased vehicle trips 
on any given street within the neighborhood may appear to residents as an impact of the project, even 
if not the result of increased trip generation from outside the neighborhood or even measurable 
according to any standard acceptable methodology. Even if this not a significant impact under 
standard analysis methodologies, the neighborhood will still perceive these increases as a negative, 
qualitative impact on the current operation of the streets in the area. The DEIR should therefore 
explain how the changes of distribution of trips on streets within the Henry/Dorcich neighborhood is 
not considered an adverse impact under CEQA, address the effects as significant or not and 
determine that mitigation measures are or are not required by CEQA. 

Response H3: The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study was prepared by the project traffic 
engineers at the request of the City of Santa Clara to determine the effects on 
nearby residential streets immediately west of Winchester Boulevard, of 
signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard proposed by the Valley Fair 
and Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) projects. The Dorcich Street 
Neighborhood Study was included in Volume II ofthe EIR, as an Appendix 
to the TIA. 

The proposed signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard as part of the 
Valley Fair project include relocating the signal at Dorcich Street and 
Winchester Boulevard to a new shopping center entrance north of the existing 
signal. Left-turns would be allowed from northbound Winchester Boulevard 
to westbound Dorcich Street to allow neighborhood access and access to the 
existing commercial uses on Dorcich Street; however, left-turns from 
eastbound Dorcich Street to northbound Winchester Boulevard would no 
longer be allowed. The Santa Clara Gardens project proposes to remove the 
signal at the intersection of North Forest Street and Winchester Boulevard 
and North Forest Avenue would be restricted to right-in and right-out only. A 
new west leg of the Forest Avenue and Winchester Boulevard intersection 
would be constructed into the proposed Santa Clara Gardens project site. 

As described in the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, weekday and 
Saturday daily traffic volumes on Dorcich and Cecil Streets would decrease 
approximately 68% to 98% in the eastbound direction due to signal 
modifications on Winchester Boulevard. Traffic on Henry A venue, however, 
would increase to serve displaced traffic in the neighborhood. Weekday and 
daily traffic volumes along northbound Henry A venue would increase 
approximately 17% to 44%. Even with the increases due to the displacement 
of traffic, Henry A venue would serve a total of 1,000 or fewer trips per day. 
Residential streets have the capacity to serve anywhere from 1,200 to 1,800 
vehicles per day and still maintain a suitable residential character, according 
to City of San Jose and Santa Clara criteria. 
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Neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa Clara has thresholds for 
CEQA impacts on residential streets. Impacts are determined based on 
Levels of Service at intersections only. Therefore, the Valley Fair Expansion 
Project EIR did not identify impacts to these neighborhood streets and no 
mitigation is required or proposed. It should be noted, however, that the City 
of San Jose's Traffic Calming Policy shall be implemented on City of San 
Jose streets after project construction and once traffic re-distributes (usually 
between six months and one year post-construction) as a result of signal 
modifications on Winchester Boulevard. Studies shall be done to determine 
what types, if any, of traffic calming mechanisms would be most beneficial to 
redirect traffic in the neighborhood and where they would be located. The 
City of Santa Clara will determine a process for implementing traffic calming 
mechanisms within their jurisdiction. The project applicant shall be required 
to fund such traffic calming improvements. 

Please see Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR for revisions to the 
text of the EIR clarifying how modifications at the Dorcich Street/Winchester 
Boulevard intersection would not result in any adverse traffic impacts under 
CEQA or the requirements of the cities of Santa Clara and San Jose. 

Comment H4: Issue 2: The Traffic Study was done to address the weekend peak hour of the use, 
with traffic counts taken on a Saturday in April, but it does not account for seasonal traffic increases 
that are commonly attributed to the November/December shopping period. 

Response Requested: Trip generation during busiest season (seasonal variations) should be 
acknowledged and quantified in the TIA and EIR. Methodology standards for seasonal impacts 
should be discussed. In the event there are no applicable standards, this should be stated, as it likely 
will be an item of public concern. If there is an appropriate evaluation, this should be undertaken and 
consideration should be given to how such seasonal demands could be accommodated, including the 
impacts and mitigations of seasonal variations to the neighborhood streets. If there are no 
appropriate mitigation measures for a limited seasonal impact, this should be so stated and justified 
in the findings at the time of project approval. 

Response H4: Analysis of seasonal traffic conditions is not typically completed because it only 
represents a two to three week period during the year. The analysis of seasonal 
traffic conditions and its conclusions could warrant costly improvements that 
would only serve traffic for that short time period. The analysis of weekday peak 
hour traffic conditions is a representation of the normal traffic conditions 
throughout the year. Therefore, necessary improvements identified as part of the 
weekday LOS analyses will be beneficial to roadway conditions year round. 

As stated above, neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa Clara has 
significance criteria for seasonal traffic impacts. It should be noted that the · 
improvements included as part of the project on Stevens Creek Boulevard would 
serve to improve traffic conditions during the holiday season as well. 

Comment HS: Issue 3: Pass-by trip reduction of 25 percent was used in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) and referenced in the DEIR. 
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Response Requested: The TIA should clearly explain, justify, and document the 25 percent trip 
reduction as recommended in the TIA Guidelines prepared by the Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA). 

Response H5: Please refer to Response G6 of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

Comment H6: Utilities 
Issue 4: There is no reference to Silicon Valley Power (SVP) jurisdiction and power supply. 

The DEIR only addresses Pacific Gas & Electric as providing power in the area. For the portions of 
the site in Santa Clara, the City's electric utility, Silicon Valley Power, will be the provider. The 
document states that there is no impact to existing utilities. While current power supply appears to 
be adequate, new electrical service lines and associated vaults would be required from SVP to serve a 
portion of the development located in Santa Clara. Modification to existing casements and 
recordation of new easements may be required for the portion of the project in Santa Clara. 

Response Requested: Revise language in DEIR to reflect utilities required and provided by the City 
of Santa Clara. 

Response H6: 

CommentH7: 

Electricity and natural gas for the shopping center structure, portions of which 
are located in Santa Clara, would be served by PG&E. The comment is 
correct that power for the portion of the project site proposed for the relocated 
grocery/drug store and two bank buildings would be served by Silicon Valley 
Power. Please refer to Section IV. of this First Amendment to the Draft EIR 
for text revisions. 

As stated in this comment, current power supplies appear to be adequate for 
the proposed project. The installation of new electric service lines and/or 
associated vaults would not result in environmental impacts in excess of those 
identified in the EIR. 

Issue 5: The DEIR incorrectly identifies the City of San Jose as having sole jurisdiction over the 
provision of wastewater treatment to the site, including conveyance system issues. The portion of the 
development located in Santa Clara will be served by Santa Clara. The DEIR only identifies San 
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) capacity. There is no reference to 
conveyance. Impacts are identified as "Less than Significant." 

Santa Clara Public Works Department"has identified several areas where sewer conveyance lines are 
at capacity, including parts of the system on Winchester Boulevard. There is no environmental 
assessment made about the conveyance capacity for sewer lines under Santa Clara's jurisdiction. 
Depending upon proposed sewer connections required for the project area served by Santa Clara 
facilities, sewer conveyance capacity is a possible factor requiring additional analysis and mitigation. 
Under this current status, the conclusion regarding impacts of the project is unsubstantiated. 

Response Requested: Potential sewer impacts associated with the proposed project must be 
identified, and appropriate studies undertaken. The conclusion of those studies along and possible 
mitigation must be included in the DEIR as appropriate. Should the upgrading of sewer lines be 
required for the project, the potential for growth inducing impacts associated with possible new 
sewer lines must also be discussed in the DEIR. 
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Response H7: 

CommentH8: 

As stated in Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIR, wastewater treatment service in the 
project area is provided by the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara through the 
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). This includes 
the proposed project site. 

The proposed relocation and reconstruction of the grocery/drugstore and bank 
buildings would result in a net increase of approximately 45,000 square feet 
of commercial/retail space within the City of Santa Clara. This development 
would generate approximately 2,873 gallons per day of sewage to be treated 
at the WPCP. As stated in Section 4.11.2.4 of the EIR, this is not a 
significant increase. There is sufficient capacity in an existing 15-inch City 
of San Jose pipeline in Winchester Boulevard to accommodate this discharge. 
This pipeline was installed to accommodate the Santana Row project. 

Issue 6: In discussing water supplies to serve the project, San Jose did not seek a water supply 
assessment from the City of Santa Clara. To reach this conclusion, the DEIR split the water 
requirements based on which portion of the project required what water. 

California Water Code sections 10910 to 10912 require that water supplies for certain types of 
development be included in environmental review documents. First, section 10912 (a)(2) states that 
"projects" governed by these requirements include any shopping center containing 500,000 square 
feet. Once a development proposal meets the definition of a project, the lead agency must then 
identify the public water systems that could serve any portion of the project. Once identified, the 
public water system must then answer the questions posed in section 10910 regarding whether the 
project was included in the most recent urban water management plan and other issues regarding the 
long-term (i.e. more than 20 years) water supply to support the anticipated growth. 

In the DEIR, the City of San Jose identified that the City of Santa Clara was a public water system 
providing water to part ofthe project site. In a footnote, the DEIR indicated that no water report was 
necessary from Santa Clara because the portion of the project site within Santa Clara did not meet the 
statutory threshold. However, the statutory scheme views the entirety of the project, not just what 
portions of the project may or may not be served by certain public purveyors. This conclusion is 
borne out by the language in section 10910 that describes the possibility of multiple water suppliers 
being required to furnish reports for individual projects. Segmenting the project to areas where less 
than 500,000 is present is contrary to the law. As such, a water supply assessment obtained from 
Santa Clara needs to be included in the DEIR. 

Response Requested: Include a water supply assessment from the City of Santa Clara in the EIR. In 
the· event there is not sufficient water, be prepared to discuss, as required by CEQA, the alternate 
sources available and the potential impacts associated with using such sources. 

Response H8: The Valley Fair Shopping Center site is located within the jurisdiction of two 
different water retailers as described in Section 4.11.2.2 of the EIR. Because 
the vast majority (approximately 600,000 square feet) of the project is located 
within the portion of the site within the jurisdiction of the San Jose Water 
Company (SJWC), a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was requested from 
SJWC and included in the EIR. A WSA was requested by the City of San 
Jose from the City of Santa Clara Water and Sewer Utilities (CSC) on March 
22, 2007. Based on a review of the City of Santa Clara's Urban Water 
Management Plan and current operating conditions for the water distribution 
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CommentH9: 

system, the esc concluded that they will be able to adequately supply the 
Valley Fair Shopping Center expansion without any additional sources of 
water supply or operational changes. The CSC WSA is included in this First 
Amendment to the EIR. No new environmental impacts of the proposed 
projects were identified in the WSA prepared by the CSC. 

Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures 
Issue 7: In several instances, San Jose finds certain mitigation measures infeasible because 
identified mitigation measures cannot be implemented by San Jose. 

In the recent case, City of Marina v. Board ofTrustees of the California State University (2006) 39 
Cal. 4th 341, the California Supreme Court clarified the role a lead agency plays when imposing 
mitigation measures where impacts outside the lead agency's jurisdiction occur. Key points raised by 
the Court are: 

• CEQA requires a public agency to "mitigate or avoid its projects' significant effects not just on 
the agency's own property but on the environment." 

• A finding of a mitigation measure to be infeasible, because there was no assurance that the fees 
would be used to provide the required mitigation is not a basis to reject a jurisdiction's own 
ability to make a voluntary payment. 

Response Requested: In view of the Marina case, responses should be amended to include the 
current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility of mitigation for impacts that occur 
outside the lead agency's jurisdiction. 

Response H9: The EIR identifies significant impacts at the intersection of Winchester 
Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard, both during the near-term and long­
term (cumulative) conditions. As stated in the EIR (Sections 4.2.4.1, 4.2.5, 
and 7.3.2.3), mitigation for the impact is available (an additional left-turn lane 
from southbound Winchester Boulevard to eastbound Stevens Creek 
Boulevard) and the feasibility of improving the Winchester 
Boulevard/Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection will be determined by both 
the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara during their respective permitting 
processes. The cities have been working together to determine feasibility of 
the proposed improvements at this intersection; however, the improvements 
are within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara. The project applicant is 
willing to fund the improvement ifthe City of Santa Clara allows its 
construction. 

While the determination of the feasibility of the improvements at the 
intersection of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard has not 
yet been made, the City of Santa Clara has requested that the impact at this 
intersection be described as Significant Unavoidable rather than Less than 
Significant if Mitigation is Determined to be Feasible and made a 
Condition of Approval (Section 4.2.4.1 of the EIR). Both scenarios were 
described in the EIR and therefore, no new impacts are described. Refer to 
Response HlO, below. 
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Comment HlO: 
Issue 8: The DEIR identifies certain impacts and proposed mitigations. However, the DEIR then 
attempts to defer analysis of the mitigations and then feasibility until after the project has been 
approved. 

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides in part: 
"The Legislature finds and declares that is it the policy of the state that public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of 
such projects... The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such 
mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
effects thereof." 

The determination to reject alternatives or mitigation measures must be supported by recorded 
findings. (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.) In order to meet this requirement, the agency must weigh 
the feasibility of the proposed alternatives and to make findings regarding feasibility. Citizens For 
Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1998) 198 Cal.App.3d 433,243 Cal.Rptr. 727. 

Where the determination of infeasibility is premised on the cost of the mitigation measure, the 
question is not whether there is increased cost or lost profit but upon whether the effect of the 
proposed mitigation is such that the project is rendered impractical. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181, 243 Cal.Rptr. 339.) The fact that a project 
costs too much to be profitable or cannot operate at a profit so as to render it impractical does not 
hinge on the wealth of its proponent. No proponent, whether wealthy or not, is likely to proceed with 
a project that will not be economically successful. But, if the project can be economically successful 
with mitigation, then CEQA requires that mitigation, regardless of the proponent's financial status 
(Ibid.) 

Response Requested: Findings must be provided for any responses that are deemed "infeasible11 at 
the time the DEIR is prepared. Determination of the feasibility of mitigation measures cannot be 
deferred under CEQ A. Amend responses as necessary to comply with CEQA. 

Response HlO: As stated in Response H9, the feasibility of the proposed improvements to the 
Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection will be 
determined by the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara during their respective 
permitting processes. The project applicant is willing to provide funding for 
the identified improvement; however, providing funding is dependent on a 
determination by the City of Santa Clara that the improvement is feasible 
since this improvement is to occur with the City of Santa Clara. 

As described in Responses F2 and G5, the County of Santa Clara has future 
plans to improve San Tomas expressway; however, this project is not yet 
funded. Once funding is secured, the proposed project could be required to 
make a fair share contribution towards the identified improvements. Impacts 
to freeway segments cannot be mitigated as described in Section 4.2.4.2 
because the cost ofbusiness and residential relocation as well as freeway 
widening is too great for just one project to bear and the improvements are 
within the jurisdiction and control of Caltrans. 
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Comment Hll: 

As stated in § 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve 
or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one 
or more significant environmental effects of the project unless the public 
agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant 
effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. 
One of the possible findings that can be made is that changes or alterations 
made to a project to reduce the significant environmental effect are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency. In this case, the agency 
within whose jurisdiction the changes are to occur, can or should make 
findings. 

In this case, the improvements to the intersection of Stevens Creek and 
Winchester Boulevards and freeway segments are within the jurisdiction of 
Santa Clara and Caltrans respectively; therefore, the City of San Jose cannot 
require these improvements. Santa Clara will determine the feasibility of 
mitigation within its jurisdiction when it considers the approvals required for 
the portion of the project within its jurisdiction. The EIR does not attempt to 
defer analysis of mitigation measures or feasibility. The mitigation measures 
are identified in Section 4.2.4 of the EIR and the determination of feasibility 
must be made by the jurisdictions in which the improvements are to occur. 
Further, the EIR does not make the determination that any of the mitigation 

· measures are infeasible based solely on cost. Jurisdictional issues also play a 
role in the feasibility of mitigation measures. 

Construction Impacts 
Issue 9: The parking analysis only describes post construction circulation and onsite parking 
numbers. There is no description of parking impacts, on-site circulation modifications, and displaced 
parking, or their effects on the existing shopping center during construction. 

It is anticipated that restricted access necessary to allow for construction vehicles, materials staging, 
safety buffer zones and construction fields, will have an impact on surrounding roadways, available 
onsite parking and potentially neighborhood traffic during construction phases, particularly when the 
Santa Clara portion of the development takes place. 

Response Requested: The DEIR should include discussion of site and circulation impacts to the 
existing shopping center and surrounding roadways. 

Response Hll: The project applicant has indicated that during construction, overall parking 
deficits should be no more than one to two percent of the total parking 
provided on site. As described in Section 2.1. 7 of the EIR, the first phase of 
construction would be development of the new grocery/drug store and bank 
buildings on the Santa Clara portion of the site. Approximately 50 parking 
spaces would be removed in order to prepare the building pad for the new 
grocery/drugstore building. Once construction commences, the existing 
grocery/drugstore building would be removed and replaced with parking. It 
is estimated that this process would take approximately three months, during 
which time, there would be no grocery/drugstore and the demand for parking 
in this portion ofthe site would be correspondingly reduced. 

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 
City of San Jose 

23 First Amendment to the Draft EJR 
April 2007 



Also as described in Section 2.1. 7 of the EIR, the new Parking Structure E 
would be constructed before any expansion of the existing shopping center 
structure is begun. If parking demand becomes an issue during construction, 
employees would park off-site at Santa Clara University and be shuttled to 
the Valley Fair site, just as they do in November and December during the 
holiday season. Construction traffic would utilize the major arterials that 
border the site and would be timed to avoid peak hour traffic, to the extent 
possible. Construction of the proposed project would be phased and on-site 
construction traffic would be routed in such as way as to minimize potential 
on-site parking and circulation conflicts. 

Comment H12: Attached please find a summary of pages subject to revisions based on the content 
ofthis letter. Thank you for al1owing us this opportunity to review the DEIR. If you should have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me, or Gloria Sciara, at (408) 615-2450. 

Response H12: The summary of pages subject to revisions provided by the City of Santa 
Clara and statements as to whether the changes were made to the text of the 
EIR are included below. The required responses are included in 
comments/responses Hl-Hl2, above. 

1) Section 3.1.3.9 Level ofService Policies: 

a) This Section number should be corrected. It comes after Section 3.1.3.4 but before 
Section 3.1.3.5. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this 
First Amendment to the EIR. 

b) (Page 18) Policy #6: What is the definition of Level of Service "D" for sanitary 
sewer conveyance capacity? As stated on page 18 of the EIR, Level of Service "D" 
for sanitary sewer lines is defined as restricted sewage flow during peak flow 
conditions. No change was made to the EIR text. 

c) The City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is not specified 
in the report. Need to add. The proposed project will utilize existing City of San 
Jose sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard that was 
installed to accommodate the Santana Row project. No change was made to the 
EIR text. 

d) Consistency: Same mitigation as for the City of San Jose, ifthe City of Santa Clara 
sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is exceeded. The proposed project will 
utilize existing City of San Jose sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in 
Winchester Boulevard that was installed to accommodate the Santana Row 
project. No change was made to the EIR text. 

2) Section 4.8.3.3 Long-Term Water Quality Impacts (Page 82) 
Table 4.8-1: The column heading of"Existing SF" should read "Project SF" and the column 
heading of "Project SF" should read "Existing SF". Revisions to the text of the EIR are 
shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

3) Section 4.1.2.3 Impacts from the Project (Page 28) 
References the traffic impacts (increases in traffic may affect nearby commercial and 
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residential, yet concludes that the project impact is "Less than Significant". See comments 
regarding Hexagon's Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study in our letter under "Transportation 
and Traffic Impacts" and amend report. This section refers to the traffic section of the 
EIR. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment 
to the EIR. 

4) Section 4.1.2.5 Short-term construction and Demolition Impacts (Page 28) 
Section does not include discussion on temporary loss of parking and restricted site access. 
Please refer to comments in our letter under "Construction Impacts" and amend report to 
include these temporary impacts and measures to offset site and parking impacts. Revisions 
to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

5) Section 4.2.1.5 Existing Traffic Operations (Page 37) 
Include discussion regarding existing and future traffic numbers as discussed in the Dorcich 
Street Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under "Transportation and Traffic 
Impacts". Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First 
Amendment to the EIR. 

6) Section 4.2.2 Backgrouna Conditions (Page 37) 
Include discussion regarding existing Dorcich Street neighborhood traffic counts. Revisions 

to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

7) Section 4.2.3.1 Thresholds for Significance (Transportation and Traffic Impacts) (Page 38) 
Include criteria regarding thresholds for neighborhood traffic that would apply to Dorcich 
Street neighborhood traffic increases. Neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa 
Clara has significance criteria for neighborhood street traffic impacts. Therefore, 
significance criteria were not added to this section of the EIR. The Do reich Street 
Neighborhood Study is discussed in Section 4.2.3.11 and 7.3.2.2 ofthe EIR, as described 
in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

8) Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site Impacts (Page 45) 
3rd Paragraph references the relocated Dorcich Street Intersection and post-project level of 
service (LOS B), and references that this improvement is under Santa Clara's authority. 
Please see Issue 8 of our letter and amend text so that the analysis of mitigation measures is 
addressed in current document rather than deferred as currently noted. Revisions to the text 
of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

9) Section 4.2.4.1 Mitigation for Significant Impact at Steven's Creek Boulevard/Winchester 
Boulevard Intersection (Page 46) 
Impacts are identified as "Less than Significant Impact if Mitigation is Determined to be 
Feasible and made a Condition of Project Approval" "Significant Unavoidable impact if 
Mitigation is Determined to be Infeasible". Please see "Infeasibility of Mitigation Measure" 
section of our letter and amend the DEIR to include the current legal standard required for 
determinations of infeasibility. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of 
this First Amendment to the EIR. 

10) Section 4.2.5 Conclusion regarding Transportation and Traffic Impacts (Page 47) 
a) Paragraph 1 concludes that the project "would not result in significant traffic 

impacts ... during weekday peak hours." It further states, "No mitigation measures are 
required or proposed" This statement needs to be clarified. The project does have 
significant traffic impacts and mitigation measures are proposed but not referenced 
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here. The proposed project would not result in significant impacts at any City of 
San Jose or CMP intersections during the weekday AM or PM peak hour. 
Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Impacts would occur during 
the Saturday peak hour as described in Section 4.2.3.4. This revision was not 
made. 

b) Paragraph 2 Defers determination of feasibility for the traffic mitigation measures that 
would be constructed under the City of Santa Clara's approval and jurisdiction. Please 
see "Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures" section of our letter and amend text to 
include the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility. 
Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment 
to the EIR. 

c) Paragraph 3 identifies improvements to the 1-280/1-880 interchange, as "Significant 
Unavoidable Impact" with no feasible mitigation measures available. Please see 
"Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures" section of our letter and amend text to include 
the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility. Please refer to 
Response HlO. This revision was not made. 

d) This section should also reference conclusion of Hexagon's Dorcich Street 
Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under "Transportation and Traffic 
Impacts" with appropriate rationale and conclusions based on San Jose's thresholds 
for significance. The results of the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study have been 
added to the EIR in Section 4.2.3.11, as described in Section IV. of this First 
Amendment to the EIR. They are not presented in Section 4.2.5 of the EIR 
because neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa Clara have 
significance criteria for impacts on streets and a CEQA impact can therefore, not 
occur. For this reason, thresholds of significance are not included in Section 
4.2.5 of the EIR, as described in Response H9. 

11) Section 4.11.1.2 Storm Drainage Systems (Page 95) 
Add the following: "New storm drain lines will be constructed and existing lines will be 
upgraded, as necessary, to comply with City of San Jose and City of Santa Clara storm drain 
conveyance capacity criteria." Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section IV. of 
this First Amendment to the EIR. 

12) Section 4.11.1.3 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment (Page 96) 
In the first sentence ofthe last paragraph, include the City of Santa Clara as an additional 
agency that owns and maintains sanitary sewer lines serving part of the site. Also include in 
said paragraph, the City of Santa Clara's sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria. 
Revisions to the text of the EIR regarding the fact that the City of Santa Clara also 
maintains sanitary sewer lines in the project area are shown in Section IV. of this First 
Amendment to the EIR. Because the proposed project will utilize existing City of San 
Jose sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard, no changes were 
made to the EIR text regarding City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity 
criteria. 

13) Section 4.11.1.5 Electric, Natural Gas, and Telephone Services (Page 96) 
State that Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric Department) as a public electric 
utility, provides electricity to part ofthe site. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in 
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

14) Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance (Utility and Service Impacts) (Page 97) 
Include thresholds, which states that, the upgrading or existing sewer lines should current 

~---
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conditions exceed capacity of the existing sanitary sewer lines located in and served by the 
City of Santa Clara. Add language stating that the project is to comply with the City of Santa 
Clara Sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria. Because the proposed project will 
utilize existing City of San Jose sewer conveyance capacity in a pipeline in Winchester 
Boulevard, no changes were made to the EIR text regarding City of Santa Clara 
sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria or thresholds. 

15) Section 4.11.2.4 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Impacts (Page 98) 
How was the determination made that the expansion would not exceed the capacity of the 
existing sanitary sewer lines in the City of Santa Clara? Add language stating that the project 
is to comply with the City of Santa Clara Sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria. 
Because the proposed project will utilize existing City of San Jose sewer conveyance 
capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard, no changes were made to the EIR text 
regarding City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria or 
thresholds. 

16) Section 4.11.2.6 Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telephone Service Impacts. (Page 99) 
Need to include Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric Department) as a public 
electric utility, serving part of the site. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in 
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

17) Section 4.11.3 Mitigation and A voidance Measures for Impacts to Utilities and Service 
Systems (Page 99) 
Need to determine ifthe City of Santa Clara storm drain and sanitary sewer systems are not 
significantly impacted before making the statement that there are no significant impacts. 
Because the proposed project will utilize existing City of San Jose sewer conveyance 
capacity in a pipeline in Winchester Boulevard, no changes were made to the EIR text 
regarding City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria or 
thresholds. Project-generated stormwater flow to the City of Santa Clara storm drain 
system would not be significantly different than the existing condition. Revisions to the 
text of the EIR regarding the City of Santa Clara's storm drain system are shown in 
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

18) Section 4.11.4 Conclusion Regarding Utilities and Service System Impacts (Page 99) 
For the second and third paragraphs, see comment made under Section 4.11.3 above. In the 
fifth paragraph, include input from Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric 
Department). Also see comment under Section 4.11.1.5. Revisions to the text of the EIR 
are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

19) Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance (Page 97) 
Include thresholds applicable for the City of Santa Clara as described in our comment letter 
under Issue 3 of the Utilities discussion. Revisions to the text of the EIR regarding Santa 
Clara's storm drain system are shown in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the 
EIR. 

20) Section 4.11.2.2 Water Supply Impacts (Page 97) 
Please see Issue 3 under the Utilities section of our letter and amend discussion in the DEIR 
to reflect the required water supply analysis. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in 
Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 
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21) Section 4.11.4 Conclusions regarding Utilities and Service Systems Impacts (Page 99) 
Revise impacts assumptions upon completion of necessary studies and statutes as discussed 
under the section of our letter titled "Utilities." Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown 
in Section IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

22) Section 7.3.2 Cumulative Transportation Impacts (Page 121) 
This section should include discussion regarding effects of the proposed and future projects in 
on the Dorcich Street Neighborhood. Revisions to the text of the EIR are shown in Section 
IV. of this First Amendment to the EIR. 

23) Section 7.3 .2 Mitigation Measures for Cumulative Transportation Impacts (Page 125) 
Amend each section's Determination of Significance statements to reflect our discussion 
under "Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures" of our letter to comply with current legal 
standard required for determinations of infeasibility. Refer to Response H9. Revisions to 
the text of the EIR were not made. 

24) Section 8.2 Growth Inducing Impacts (Page 129) 
Reconsider conclusion in light of the potential sewer conveyance capacity issue for parts of 
the project, which are located in and served by the City of Santa Clara that has not been 
studied to date. The proposed project site is located in an area of urban development and 
would not foster additional growth, either directly or indirectly. Utilities and service 
systems exist within the project area and would not need to be extended onto the project 
site. The text in Section 8.2 of the EIR was revised to reflect consistency with the City of 
Santa Clara's General Plan. Revisions to the text are shown in Section IV. of this First 
Amendment to the EIR. 

ORGANIZATIONS 

I. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BERLINER COHEN ATTORNEYS AT LAW, 
DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007 

Comment 11: On behalfofFederal Realty Investment Trust, we submit the following comment on 
the above-referenced Draft EIR. 

The recent rezoning of Santana Row is properly listed as a cumulative project in Table 7.0-1 on page 
120. However, the project description is not completely accurate. A more accurate project 
description would be as follows: 

The Planned Development Rezoning: 1) allows up to 400 additional multi-family attached 
residences (1 ,601 total units if a second hotel is not built) or up to 210 additional dwelling 
units (1,411 total units if the second 190 room hotel is built); 2) allows an additional 15,000 
square feet of retail/commercial space for a total of 695,000 square feet; 3) a1lows up to 
20,000 square feet of currently permitted general retail/commercial space to be replaced with 
20,000 square feet of restaurant space for a total of 115,200 square feet of restaurant/night 
club uses. 
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Response 11: The comment is noted. The traffic included in the Santana Row project for 
the Valley Fair project cumulative analysis represents this project description 
and therefore, no new impacts would occur. 

J. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CORY NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, DATED FEBRUARY 12,2007 

Comment Jl: The Cory Neighborhood Association (CNA) has prepared this response in regard to 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project 
H06427 /GPO&T -04. The Cory Neighborhood Association represents approximately 1,400 
households in San Jose, bordered on the west by Winchester Blvd., on the north by Newhall St., on 
the east by Bascom Ave. and Interstate 880, and on the south by Forest Ave. For a detailed map of 
our neighborhood please visit http:/www .coryneighborhood.org/map.html 

Background 
For the past 5 years our Neighborhood Association has been aggressively seeking traffic calming 
measures and better traffic management of the increasing number of vehicles in our area. Our 
neighborhood is constantly inundated with cut-through traffic, speeding on major thoroughfares and 
increased traffic congestion at almost every major intersection around and in our neighborhood. Our 
attempts to address these issues with traffic calming and other departments within the City of San 
Jose have not yielded lasting results. 

Assessment 
Our Association adamantly opposes any further deterioration of intersections around and in our 
neighborhood without the appropriate measures by the City of San Jose to protect resident safety, 
acceptable level of service (LOS) at intersections and manageable traffic levels. The cumulative 
effect of planned developments around our neighborhood (Santana Row expansion, BAREC 
development, proposed Valley Fair Expansion) will further deteriorate the LOS at intersections that 
are already operating at or near capacity, further burden a failing freeway interchange at interstate 
280/880, and most likely increase the volume of traffic in our neighborhood. 

Response Jl: The TIA prepared for the proposed Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 
project followed guidelines set forth by the City of San Jose and the VTA as 
described in Response E 1. All intersections to which the project was 
projected to add 10 or more peak hour trips per lane to any movement were 
studied as part of the TIA. The intersection nearest the Cory neighborhood 
that would experience a significant traffic impact as a result of the proposed 
project is the intersection of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek 
Boulevard. This intersection would be impacted during the Saturday peak 
hour under both the near-term and cumulative condition, which includes the 
Santana Row and Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) projects. Mitigation is 
available for the impact at this intersection and is identified in the EIR; 
however, its feasibility shall be determined by the cities of San Jose and Santa 
Clara during their respective project approval processes. 

Comment J2: As advocates for our community, we have consistently strived to maintain a positive 
dialogue with Westfield's Valley Fair over the past 3 years. Rather than fuel an opposition effort 
against their proposal, we are trying to partner with them to find mutual interests that benefit both our 
groups. In the long term, this will not be possible without the support and investment in 
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infrastructure by the City of San Jose. We fully understand the importance of further development of 
retail commerce within the City of San Jose. However it is specifically disadvantageous to our 
neighborhood to force our residents to completely absorb the impact in exchange for increased sales 
tax revenue that will benefit the entire City of San Jose. Our residents will have to deal with the 
aftermath of the proposed developments years after they are finished. 

To clarify, we are not explicitly opposed to any new development or expansion for the sake of 
progress, however we ask that the City of San Jose get serious about making long-overdue 
improvements to our neighborhood and find ways to manage the traffic congestion, support 
reasonable LOS at intersections, and protect the integrity of our neighborhood community. We 
would like to see our neighborhood prosper alongside the development, but we really need the full 
support of the City of San Jose to make that a reality. 

The Cory Neighborhood Association would like to be involved as much as possible in ongoing 
discussions, comments, and reviews regarding this project. Please keep us informed so that we can 
represent our neighbors and ensure that this project benefits the City of San Jose and all Cory 
residents. 

Response J2: 

INDIVIDUALS 

The comment is noted for the record and will be considered by the City 
Council as part of its decision-making process on the proposed shopping 
center expansion. No further response is required as the comment does not 
raise any environmental issues or questions about the adequacy of the EIR. 

K. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CAMERON M. COLSON, DATED 
JANUARY 3, 2007 

Comment Kl: Is the current STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN for The 
Westfield SITE a.) current, b.) effective and appropriate, c.) monitored? 

Response Kl: A stormwater pollution prevention plan is typically only active during 
construction; therefore, there is no current SWPPP on the site. A SWPPP 
shall be prepared and approved for the site prior to construction of any phase 
of the project, as stated in Mitigation Measure MM 4.8-1 of the EIR. Final 
design of the site's stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be 
approved by the cities of Santa Clara and San Jose's Directors of Planning 
and/or Public Works during the respective permitting processes. 

Comment K2: I would like to input comment: "Tennant Improvement Projects" result in many 
common and avoidable Storm Water violations. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Unannounced video monitor condition of drainage ofsite, currently. 
Baseline compliance verification is recommended prior to any council action in this matter. Video 
monitor from the ground all storm drain inlets, giving perspective to the drainage areas into the inlet 
itself. Observe inside drain to see the condition of each inlet. Check all loading docks for storm 
drains. Inspect garbage/refuse areas. Identify surface tracking of residue or other grease from food 
services. Submit tape to the record in this matter to the city council for their edification. 
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I believe that there exists reasonable solutions ... economical, effective, and ecologically responsible. 

Response K2: Mitigation measures are included in the project to reduce impacts associated 
with short- and long-term water quality impacts of the project. These 
measures are included in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR. 

Comment K3: PS there is/was a mobile vehicle detail company operating on this site. 

Response K3: It is possible that mobile vehicle detailing services were administered on the 
project site from time to time; however, there has never been a permanent 
vehicle detailing business located on the Valley Fair site. Such a business is 
not a contemplated use as part of the proposed project. 

L. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KATHRYN MATHEWSON, DATED 
JANUARY 8, 2007 

Comment Ll: I attended the hearings at Valley Fair on the expansion and signed my name to 
receive further information. I am amazed that you have left out the concerned citizens in informing 
them about the Westfield Valley Fair Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). I have received 
nothing from you and only by chance received information from a Save BAREC member a few days 
ago. Thank you for extending the comment period so my voice could be heard. However, I am afraid 
that many other voices will not be heard because they are unaware of this DEIR. 

Response Ll: CEQA requires that the Notice of Availability of a draft EIR be published 
either in a newspaper of general circulation, posting by notice on and off the 
site, or by direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous 
to the subject parcel [§15087(a)]. The City of San Jose sent notices of 
availability of the DEIR to all residents within 1,000 feet of the Valley Fair 
Shopping Center. In addition, a notice was published in the San Jose 
Mercury News on December 22, 2006. 

Comment L2: I live within a mile of Valley Fair and lived here when it was first built My family 
and neighbors visited Valley Fair regularly until the last time it was enlarged and expanded. This 
expansion made it feel like a walled complex that isolated it from the community. Therefore, it has 
become a very unfriendly place to visit. Now we never visit it. It is not a place for the local 
neighborhoods but instead a place for commuters. The new proposals are making this problem even 
greater. Following are the problems with the expansion as I see it from a professional landscape 
architecture perspective: 

1. The traffic problems at #280 and #880 must be solved before any expansion takes place near 
this intersection. There should be no more development until the traffic problem has completely 
disappeared. As indicated on the front page of the San Jose Mercury News 
(http://www.mercurvnews.com/midlmercurvnews/I 621303l.htm), the top three worst intersections 
in the Bay Area are at this intersection. I will be sending you a picture of the traffic here at 
Christmas taken from the air. The State made more money from the sale of the Agnew property than 
all other land sales in its history and this money should be returned to our community. This is how 
you could get the money to fix this problem. See the attachment on "The Dirty Dozen", Mr. 
Roadshow's worst intersections. 

Response L2: As described in Response G4, improvements have been identified at the I-
280/I-880 interchange by City of San Jose and Cal trans staff The design 

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 31 First Amendment to the Draft EJR 
City of San Jose April 2007 



phase of the improvements has begun, but funding for construction of the 
improvements has yet to be identified. It is anticipated that the proposed 
project would make a fair share contribution towards the identified 
improvements at the interchange, as described in Section 4.2.4.2 ofthe EIR. 

Comment L3: 2. Regional traffic and traffic to Valley Fair is going through the neighborhoods 
to avoid #280 and #880. This is creating a very adversarial relationship between Valley Fair and the 
neighborhoods around it. The City of San Jose should care more about its citizens and creating 
quality oflife for them than continuing to build a complex that creates problems for the community 
and is isolated from the community. 

Response L3: Several traffic calming measures in the neighborhoods located north of Forest 
Avenue were implemented as part of the previous Valley Fair Shopping 
Center expansion. The currently proposed project is proposing to relocate the 
existing signal at Dorcich Street/Winchester Boulevard north of its current 
location, as described in Response H3. The signal relocation will reduce cut­
through traffic issues that the Dorcich Street neighborhood currently 
experiences. City staff as well as the project proponent have met with 
adjacent neighborhoods to address any concerns of neighbors and will 
continue to work to identify and implement further neighborhood traffic 
calming measures in the vicinity of the shopping center. 

Comment L4: 3. Placing a many stories high parking garage directly up from the sidewalk 
along Stevens Creek will create a walled complex and is the best indicator of how the 
pedestrian is not being considered in this new expansion. This is reinforcing the current 
unfriendly pedestrian problem and making it even worse. The view along Stevens Creek of this 
parking garage is ugly and a very inhuman scale and will surely keep pedestrians off the sidewalks. 
In fact, the elevations of the entire project from the streets are ugly and should be addressed from a 
pedestrian perspective. San Jose is spending a huge amount of money to get people to take public 
transportation and to walk. Approving these kinds of details is going in the opposite direction. 

Response L4: This comment states the opinion that the project design on Stevens Creek 
Boulevard is not pedestrian friendly. It should be noted that the project 
includes improvements to the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and 
Santana Row to improve pedestrian access and safety at this intersection, as 
described in Responses E7 and G2. 

Comment L5: 4. The walking experience between existing adjacent land usages into Valley 
Fair should be considered. For example, the regional bus stop should have pleasant walks to the 
complex. Currently people must walk through dangerous parking lots to get inside. Also, there are 
many seniors living in senior complexes in the neighborhood and the traffic is too dangerous and fast 
for them to cross the streets to get into the complex. Possibly there should be walkways over 
Winchester Blvd. and Stevens Creek that arrive inside buildings. Pleasant walking connections to 
Santa Row, the Winchester Mystery House (registered as a national historical building), and the 
BAREC agricultural land (note that BAREC is currently on the San Jose Parks Department map as a 
possible park and will soon be registered as a historical landmark because ofhis historical 
contribution to our community since the 1880s) must be considered in the Valley Fair expansion 
plans. Even walking from a current parking space through the complex is not pleasant, dark, and 
unsafe. It is important that all plans link these important places to Valley Fair. This is an 
opportunity for San Jose to create a wonderful and diverse experience for its visitors. 
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Response LS: As described in Responses E7, G2, and L4, the proposed project includes 
pedestrian access improvements at the intersection of Stevens Creek 
Boulevard and Santana Row to accommodate the high volume of pedestrian 
traffic at this location. In addition, internal pedestrian access improvements 
are included in the project to facilitate safe travel from the transit center and 
parking areas and structures to the shopping center. 

The proposed project does not include dedicated pedestrian walkways over 
Stevens Creek Boulevards for the following reasons: 1) appropriate locations 
for building-to-building walkways do not exist; 2) crossings that require 
pedestrians to leave the street level and travel farther in a dedicated walkway 
over the street would most likely be underutilized; 3) from a land use 
perspective, pedestrians traveling at street level provide an active, energetic 
linkage between land uses; and 4) construction of a public over crossing 
could have difficulty meeting requirements of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) due to site constraints. Dedicated walkways would not be 
necessary over Winchester Boulevard due to the land uses on the western side 
of the street and the fact that the street is only four lanes wide. 

Comment L6: 5. Read "Urban Sprawl and Public Health" by Howard Frumkin, Lawrence 
Frank, and Richard Jackson. The classic mistakes cities are making 
regarding transportation and public health problems are continuing with the 
direction this DEIR is talking for our land use. Only when the problems are 
corrected should there be an expansion ofValley Fair and Santana Row. 

Response L6: The comment states the opinion of the author. The EIR meets the 
requirements of the City of San Jose and CEQA in evaluating environmental 
impacts of the project and identifying mitigation measures to reduce those 
impacts. No further response is required. 

M. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARGO WIXSOM, DATED JANUARY 27, 
2007 

Comment Ml: I am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan of 
valley Fair Mail. As a resident of Santa Clara who lives within a mile of the mall I have several 
essential issues that I would like the expansion plan to address and incorporate if it is to move 
forward. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair Mall has put extreme pressure 
on the traffic and land resources in that section of Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 
280 leading to the mall are a major hazard area due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds 
of cars at all times of the day. All of that traffic is heading to the megacomplex of combined malls at 
Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address major changes to the traffic 
flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved. Any commercial expansion in this currently 
congested area aggravates an already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative 
funding with state and federal planners to expand and fix the current exit on 280 that drastically 
conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive amount of mall traffic blocking that 
interchange. 

Response Ml: The traffic impacts ofthe proposed project are described in Section 4.2.3 of 
the EIR. Significant impacts have been identified at the Stevens Creek 
Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection during the Saturday peak hour, 
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and to freeway segments. Mitigation is available to reduce the impact at the 
intersection to a less than significant level; however, its feasibility is yet to be 
determined by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. Impacts to freeway 
segments cannot be mitigated by one project alone, as described in Responses 
E9 and HlO. As stated in Section 4.2.3.10 ofthe EIR, additional 
improvements on Stevens Creek Boulevard are also included in the project to 
reduce congestion. The project will contribute a fair share contribution 
towards identified improvements at the I-280/1-880 interchange once it is 
designed and a funding program is in place. 

Comment M2: My second major concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this 
area MUST be balanced with the development of green spaces for the environmental health of your 
community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site would provide an excellent balance 
to this extreme commercial development. I am requesting that the plan for expansion include 
incorporating the development of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only 
municipality that opposes the use of this land for green space is the Santa Clara City Council. Their 
rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space development. The San Jose City 
Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing funding to develop the BAREC land as a green space. 
I would strongly urge that one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San 
Jose, state and county municipalities to join together to fund the development ofBAREC as a green 
space to balance the concentration of commercial development in this area. As an area resident I 
know how important it is to provide balanced areas of green space amid the commercial 
development. 

Response M2: The Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) property is located within the City of 
Santa Clara. As such, the City of San Jose cannot require Santa Clara to 
construct a park on this piece of property. 

N. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANDRES CATHALIFAUD, DATED 
FEBRUARY 10, 2007 

Comment Nl: Valley Fair expansion? Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many 
just like the sound of those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And what 
"expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC as an open community 
space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true valley and a fair. 

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy? 

For year I have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings that populate our old 
orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old powerful companies continue to erect new 
structures, seemingly oblivious to the reality that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after 
the dot.com bust. None of these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find value in the 
perfectly constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land. 

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, the county, the 
state, do not regulate this wild out-of control activity? 
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What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places like BAREC? What is 
next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not a big, long mall there? Perhaps we just 
don't have enough $200 sweaters to clothe our population ... 

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community space, free of sales 
signs and artificial fashionable perfumes. 

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor to the most awesome 
promise of riches. 

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from and where we'll end 
up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep 
them unconscious? Don't we all dream of the eternal night under trees and flowers? 

Well? 

Let the garden be! 

Response N1: The comment states the opinion of the author regarding development in Santa 
Clara County. It does not refer to the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 
Project EIR. The proposed project does not include the development of the 
Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) property. Please refer to Response M2. 

0. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOE CHANG, DATED FEBRUARY 10, 2007 

Comment 01: I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed expansion of Westfield's 
Valley Fair Mall. I am a homeowner living in the subdivision bounded by Moorpark, Stevens Creek, 
Bascom and Hwy 880/17. As you can see I am VERY close geographically to the 
Westfield/Valley Fair site. 

My first concern is congestion, traffic, and parking. I am concerned that there will be inadequate 
upgrades to the roads, crosswalks, traffic signals. I am well aware that there was an 
independent study/survey to the area before Santana Row received it's approval, however I do not 
feel that the upgrades were adequate to accommodate the extra traffic generated. Traffic headed to 
area is regularly backed up maybe up to 114 mile onto the northbound 280 freeway. Drivers NB on 
280 regularly ignore waiting in line and skip to the front of the line, only to brake heavily at last 
possible moment to merge into the exit lane for NB 880/Stevens Creek/San Carlos. The same 
situation repeats itself approaching the area from EVERY direction on every freeway and surface 
street. 

Response 01: Please refer to Responses E9, G4, and MI. The significant traffic impact 
identified for the Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection 
was identified in the EIR for the Santana Row project. However, because the 
proposed mitigation was located in the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara, 
which found the improvement to be infeasible at that time, it was never 
constructed. The City of San Jose is. working with the City of Santa Clara to 
determine the feasibility of constructing the improvement as part of the 
Valley Fair Shopping Center expansion project. 
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Comment 02: My second, and perhaps greatest concern is walking to and from Valley Fair/Santana 
Row. I and my neighbors regularly frequent Santana Row, and Valley Fair. We love it!! However, 
the walk is treacherous. Specifically, where Stevens Creek overpasses 880/17. This stretch is VERY 
dangerous. The ON and OFF ramps are EXTREMELY hazardous for pedestrians. Drivers 
subconsciously "forget" to look for pedestrians and are automatically in the mindset to check over 
their shoulder (away from oncoming pedestrians) to merge in w/ traffic onto Stevens Creek/San 
Carlos. 

These concerns are not only frustrating, more so they are DANGEROUS. 

My question is this: What do you and your office suggest be done in order to address the two 
concerns listed above? 

Response 02: Please refer to Response E7 and E9. 

P. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JEFF LAND, DATED FEBRUARY 10, 2007 

Comment Pl: Please consider the BAREC property as a possibility for open space. The coming 
expansion of both VaHey Fair and Santana Row could be slightly mitigated by this open space. 
Thank you. 

Response Pl: Please refer to Response M2. 

Q. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANGELA D'ORFANI, DATED FEBRUARY 
11,2007 

Comment Ql: Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be 
severely impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair, it is my understanding that this is a 
"protected" intersection meaning no further remediation will be done to improve the flow of traffic 
through this intersection regardless of how bad it gets or what other development projects adversely 
effect the situation. When it goes to a grade "F" that's the way it is the city is not responsible. I don't 
understand how this can be a protected intersection when there is still a remediation project that can 
be done to improve the traffic flow. 

Response Ql: The intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard is 
designated by the City of San Jose as a "Protected Intersection" and is 
therefore not required to meet the standard City of San Jose Level of Service 
Policy, as described in Sections 4.2.1.5 and 4.2.3.4 of the EIR. Though the 
City's policy only applies to weekday peak hours and the identified impact to 
the intersection occurs during the Saturday peak hour, the project is proposing 
improvements to the intersection, as described in Response H9. The addition 
of a second southbound left-tum lane would mitigate project impacts at the 
intersection during the Saturday peak hour. The feasibility of this mitigation 
is currently being determined by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. 

Comment Q2: Unlike the other three comers at this intersection the northwest comer of the 
intersection has no lane. The addition of such a lane would the flow of 
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traffic on southbound Winchester Blvd to westbound Stevens Creek Blvd. Why was this lane 
not added before designating the intersection as protected? 

Response Q2: As described in Section 4.2.3.4 of the EIR, the identified improvement is the 
addition of a left-tum lane from southbound Winchester Boulevard to 
eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard, rather than an a dedicated right-tum 
movement to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard. This improvement was 
identified as part of the previous Santana Row EIR; however, it was 
determined that the improvement could not be accommodated within the 
existing curb-to-curb width of Winchester Boulevard and additional right-of­
way would be needed from the property on the west side of the street. This 
right-of-way was not acquired and the intersection was determined to be 
"protected". 

The analysis for the Valley Fair Shopping Center expansion project found 
that the improvement also be could be constructed on the eastern side of the 
intersection, south of Stevens Creek Boulevard on the Valley Fair site. This 
portion of the project site is located in the City of Santa Clara. The feasibility 
of this mitigation is currently being determined by the cities of San Jose and 
Santa Clara. 

R. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BARBARA FERRELL, DATED FEBRUARY 
11,2007 

Comment Rl: I am writing regarding the proposed expansion ofValley Fair shopping center. I 
think it is important to keep in mind the other proposed development in the area i.e. BAREC and 
Santana Row's expansion. Traffic of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek is already so 
congested, cutting through the Cory neighborhood is an attractive alternative. If the expansion is 
approved - and I hope it is not, I think Westfield should pick up the tab for the necessary traffic 
improvements in the surrounding areas. 

Response Rl: Please refer to Response Jl. 

S. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ALEX MORGAN, DATED FEBRUARY 12, 
2007 

Comment Sl: These large complexes create such traffic and people congestion that they discourage 
people like me from shopping at these places. They create large concentrations of pollution due to 
traffic congestion and waste lots of personal time navigating them. I and others like myself prefer 
smaller centers near by where we can quickly walk or take a short drive get what is needed and get 
back to things I need to do! 

Response Sl: The comment states the opinion of the author. No response is required. 

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 
City of San Jose 

37 First Amendment to the Draft EIR 
April 2007 



T. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LINDA PERRINE, DATED FEBRUARY 12, 
2007 

Comment Tl: With the planned expansion and further encroachment of the Valley Fair/Westfield 
Mall it is IMPERATIVE that the City of San Jose do EVERYTHING within it's power to see to it the 
BAREC site located near the shopping center is purchased by the city and declared OPEN SPACE. 
Our new mayor, Mr. Reed, MUST have enough foresight and intelligence to realize that any other 
use of the BAREC space would be an absolute tragedy. The SummerHill Homes profit machine, 
which manufactures and delivers fabricated, misleading, and felonious information to the general 
public about the BAREC project needs to be held accountable for its actions. The City of San Jose, 
the City of Santa Clara and the County of Santa Clara, owe it to future generations to preserve what 
LITTLE open space remains in District 6 of San Jose and District 4 of the County. 

The BAREC property should become an educational urban farm providing education to the San Jose 
and Campbell School Districts. Additionally, it would provide local food production, in the form of 
an organic vegetable & fruit farm, to the local residents of this dense urban area. It would also serve 
to provide community events (Harvest Festivals), workshops to the public on gardening, and provide 
a beautiful public open space and farm for people to enjoy 7 days a week during daylight hours. This 
same idea has been welcomed with open arms by Santa Clara Unified School District on 11 acres of 
their Peterson Middle School open space. 

With the history of this valley having contributed so extensively to California's agricultural heritage, 
it is shameful that none of the City governments in Silicon Valley will recognize the historical 
importance of protecting one of the last agricultural parcels in this valley and educating its future 
generations on the importance of agriculture in their lives! 

Response Tl: Please refer to Response M2. 

U. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SHARON MCCRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 
12,2007 

Comment Ul: I oppose the expansion of the shopping center because the traffic in the area cannot 
support this type of development. Further, the University of Washington recently completed a study 
confirming that long term exposure to fine particles, such as emitted from vehicle exhaust, will cause 
serious health issues, especially women. 

More women in the neighborhood will be exposed and die because of the anticipated congestion. 

Response Ul: The traffic and air quality impacts of the proposed project are described in 
Sections 4.2 and 4.4 of the EIR, respectively. As described in Section 4.4.3.2 
of the EIR, the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable long­
term regional air quality impacts according to the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District's (BAAQMD) significance thresholds, which can lead 
to health issues. It should be noted that despite the substantial growth of the 
San Francisco Bay Area, overall air quality has been improving and the area 
is considered to be one of the cleanest metropolitan areas in the country with 
respect to air quality. 
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V. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KIRK VARTAN, DATED FEBRUARY 12, 
2007 

Comment VI: As your email states, today (Monday, February 12, 2007) is the final day for public 
comment on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04). I have 
included a number of attachments for you to include in your report and will look forward to your 
office's response to them. I would greatly appreciate it if you could be as detailed as possible in your 
responses. 

I have also included copies of documents and notes regarding the BAREC property. Please include 
them in the public record. It is critical that San Jose get involved in saving this property from 
development. 

Response Vl: The respondent forwarded a significant amount of information to the City of 
San Jose regarding the Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) project, including 
comments on the Santa Clara Gardens EIR, which was prepared by the City 
of Santa Clara. As stated in Response M2, the Santa Clara Gardens project is 
not within the jurisdiction of the City of San Jose, nor is it the subject of the 
Valley Fair EIR. The information provided regarding the Santa Clara 
Gardens EIR and project is included in Section VII. of this First Amendment 
to the EIR; however, no response is required. 

Comment V2: On page 127/128, the Draft EIR states that "Trees would also be removed as part of 
the BAREC project; however, it is believed that no trees would be removed as part of the Santana 
Row project." Please define what trees you are referring to and why they would be removed on the 
BAREC property. The BAREC site is across from Valley Fair and I do not understand why any 
resources would be affected by a Valley Fair development. 

Response V2: No trees on the Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) property would be affected by 
the proposed Valley Fair expansion project. The section of the EIR referred 
to in this comment is the cumulative discussion, which allows decision­
makers to better understand the potential impacts which might result from 
approval of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in 
conjunction with the proposed project. 

Comment V3: I did not see any description of how the Dorcich intersection light moving would be 
addressed. How will it affect traffic for the neighbor in Santa Clara? Will now infrastructure be 
needed? Will this be signalized? What about right tum only? I do not see any diagrams or pictures 
of what would happen once the supermarket and drug store move. How will that line up with the 
current light? How will Dorcich residents make a left onto Winchester? What happens when the 
traffic builds up? 

Response V3: Please refer to Response H3 and Section IV. of this First Amendment to the 
EIR. 

Comment V4: What date was the City of San Jose informed about this project (i.e., when did you 
first know that it may or may not occur)? Was the City of Santa Clara a part of this discussion? 
When were the local government agencies informed of this proposal, even in an informal setting? 
Who was told? 
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Response V 4: It is unclear which project is being referred to in this comment. Both the 
Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC) and Valley Fair projects were noticed 
according to the requirements of the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. The 
Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Site Development Permit was filed 
on May 10,2006. 

Comment VS: I have provided additional questions and comments in the sections below. Please 
provide as much detail as possible. 

The intersection at Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. 
Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be severely impacted 
by the further expansion of Valley Fair. The intersection is designated as "protected" meaning no 
further remediation can be done to the intersection and the Level Of Service (LOS) can fall from "D" 
to "F" with a development and only a financial penalty will occur. There are three problems with 
this in regards to this particular intersection: 

1. The intersection is not fully built out. It currently has three areas for right turns (Steven 
Creek headed East, Stevens Creek headed West, and Winchester headed North). There is NO 
right lane on Winchester heading South. This is a development that would help the 
intersection and traffic flow. Why is this intersection considered "protected?" The basic 
requirements have not been met. 

Response VS: Please refer to Responses H9 and Q2. 

CommentV6: 
2. Once a development like the one Valley Fair is proposing is completed, the intersection will 

get more impacted. I do not think anyone will argue this point. Even the slanted analysis in 
the Draft EIR of this intersection shows the intersection falling to "F." There is a clause in 
the definition for this "protected" status that states that the designation of "protected" ceases 
should a development affect more than one traffic light. The Draft EIR states that there is a 
desire to remove the light on Dorcich and Winchester. This is a simply ploy to get around 
the issue of impacting more than one light. Further, if that light is not removed, the impact 
will easily migrate to the TWO lights on Winchester and Forrest A venue, just a few hundred 
yards from the Dorcich light. That is THREE lights that will be affected by the increased 
traffic from a development. 

Response V 6: 

CommentV7: 

The comment is correct that the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and 
Winchester Boulevard would be significantly impacted by the Valley Fair 
project. The "clause" referred to regarding the definition of a protected 
intersection does not exist. The removal of the signal at the Dorcich 
Street/Winchester Boulevard intersection would not result in significant 
impacts at other intersections and would reduce cut-through traffic through 
the Dorcich neighborhood, as previously described in Response H3. 

3. Should the City of Santa Clara proceed with their development of the BAREC property, 
additional residential traffic would be generated and even more impact to the intersection 
would occur. 

Response V7: The traffic from the Valley Fair, Santa Clara Gardens (BAREC), and Santana 
Row projects were analyzed together as part of the cumulative condition for 
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the project, as described in Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIR. The 
comment is correct that with the traffic generated by these future projects, the 
intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard would 
continue operate at an unacceptable level of service during the Saturday peak 
hour. 

Comment V8: Please address each item above and give a more detailed analysis of how traffic 
would flow iflights were NOT removed and how that affects the "protected" status of the 
intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. Further, if the City of Santa Clara builds 165 
units of senior housing on the property (high density), the speed limit will need to be reduced to 25 
mph as it is in front of Valley Village just Yz mile north of the Forrest intersection. How have your 
traffic calculations taken this scenario into consideration? 

Response V8: Please refer to the responses above and Responses H9 and Q2. Roadway 
speed limits will be determined by the jurisdiction in which the roadway is 
located. The City of San Jose does not control the speed limits within the 
City of Santa Clara. 

Comment V9: I would also like to formally challenge the intersection at Winchester and Stevens 
Creek for "protected" status. Please forward this to the appropriate people and give the reasons I 
listed above. I would like to meet with or discuss with the appropriate people. 

Response V9: The comment is noted. No further response is required, as it does not raise 
any new environmental impacts of the proposed project not identified in the 
EIR. 

Comment VlO: Parking and traffic during busy times 
As you will see in the attached photograph (I will send in a separate email since this email is large 
and so are the pictures), cars going to the mall impact the neighborhood. These pictures were taken 
on December 23, 2006 and shows the many areas where cars will just park. They park in the 
neighborhood, along Winchester (outside of BAREC), along Dorcich, along Forrest, and just about 
everywhere they can. This will only get worse. Only people coming from the highway will be able 
to easily get to the new parking structures, so the neighborhood impacts will continue. 

Response VlO: Please refer to Responses H3, H4, and L3. Valley Fair has been working with 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods to reduce shopping center parking 
on residential streets. The proposed Valley Fair project has been designed to 
provide parking to visitors arriving from all directions. 

Comment Vll: Also, look at the traffic backup on 880 South, 17 North, and San Carlos. This will 
continue until the highway system is fixed. The development should not be allowed to proceed until 
the traffic issues are worked out and the highway situation is resolved. If this is not a requirement, 
you must detail to me how the air pollution will be addressed as well as the safety concerns and 
neighborhood impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods will be addressed. 

Response Vll: Please refer to Responses G4 and E9. 

Comment Vl2: Walking ramp over Stevens Creek Blvd. 
I think it is critical to remove as many people from crossing Stevens Creek as possible. It is already a 
problem since all traffic needs to stop for over a minute to let pedestrians cross Stevens Creek to get 
to Valley Fair or to Santana Row. If a walking bridge is installed, pedestrians can easily and safely 
--···· 
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cross Stevens Creek without creating a problem for traffic. There are many ways to implement this. 
You could have a ramp style that is at grade with the street and arches up. Or, a better solution 
would be to make it a flat walking bridge, anchoring into part ofMacy's or The Cheese Cake Factory 
(with elevator access for ADA needs and a staircase) and go directly over to Crate and Barrel. If 
private land is an issue, I am sure a creative way for a portion of the footprint for the bridge could be 
made to encourage the private owners to do this. On the south side, there is an existing open space 
that could be the touch down point if Crate and Barrel is an issue. Again, this is an area for Santa 
Clara and San Jose to work together to create a more pleasant environment for everyone. Look at the 
bigger picture with Santana Row's growth that is occurring at the same time. DO NOT look at the 
Valley Fair Expansion in a bubble. Look at how it impacts the surrounding areas and resources and 
figure out a way to leverage the significant development that is going to take place. Valley Fair will 
grow 35%. That is a lot of money for everyone and some of that needs to go back into the 
community to make it more livable for everyone. Long term planning (like keeping pedestrians safe, 
allowing bikes to cross safely, allowing wheelchairs to cross safely, allowing seniors to cross safely, 
etc.) needs to be a key element in the approval of any plans. The money exists now and will fund 
this type of asset to the community. It makes sense as is in line with commercial planning. 

Response V12: The City of San Jose has investigated the possibility of installing a pedestrian 
overpass over Stevens Creek Boulevard to link the Valley Fair and Santana 
Row shopping areas. It was determined that there is not enough area on the 
Santana Row side of the street to accommodate such a pedestrian bridge 
while also meeting the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) regarding access. The overcrossing is also not desirable for other 
reasons as described in Response L5. 

The proposed Va11ey Fair and Santana Row expansion projects were 
considered together under the cumulative condition as described in Section 
7.0 of the EIR. As previously described in Responses E7 and G2, significant 
pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and 
Santana Row are included in the proposed project to allow for safe pedestrian 
crossing of Stevens Creek Boulevard. 

Comment V13: Further, please give a detailed air quality study of what the impact is when lOOs of 
vehicles every light sit and wait for pedestrians to cross the street. What is the impact to the air 
quality and the atmosphere? What is the impact to wasted resources (e.g., fuel)? How much would 
be saved by installing a walking bridge in terms of safety and insurance premiums? Have there been 
any accidents at the Santana Row street intersection? Has anyone been hurt crossing the street? One 
of the elements Valley Fair is adding is MORE walking access to Santana Row. This will just make 
the traffic issue worse since the light will have to be longer. Please give exact measurement on the 
width of the street and how long you are allowing people to cross the street at this particular location. 
I am not referring to Stevens Creek and Winchester; I am referring to Santana Row (Cheesecake 
Factory/Macys to Crate and Barrel). What is the impact to the people waiting at the crosswalk with 
all the cars going by and how much exhaust and air pollution are they inhaling while waiting to cross 
the street? 

Response V13: As part of the EIR, a detailed air quality analysis was completed according to 
the requirements of the BAAQMD. As described in the EIR, the proposed 
project would result in significant long-term regional air quality impacts due 
to the generation of vehicle trips. Long-term local air quality impacts at 
congested intersections were also determined, and based on California's 8-
hour standard, impacts would be less than significant As described in 
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Section 4.12, Energy, ofthe EIR, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts associated with gasoline usage. 

Please refer to Response G2 for a discussion of pedestrian and bicycle 
connections. Providing better accommodations for pedestrian travel between 
the Valley Fair and Santana Row developments would reduce vehicle trips on 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard. Stevens Creek 
Boulevard is approximately 80 feet wide in the vicinity of its crossing with 
Santana Row. As described in the EIR, the signal at this intersection would 
be converted to eight-phase operation to allow safe pedestrian travel (Section 
4.2.3.8). 

Comment V14: The need for a balance of Open Space 
The land known as BAREC, located at 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa Clara sits directly across from 
Valley Fair. To draw a parallel to NYC, my home, Central Park is 843 acres of the most valuable 
land in the world. It will never be developed. Why? Because the city planners knew how important 
it was to balance development with open space. The same is true here, just on a smaller scale. 
Valley Fair is going to grow to over two million square feet of commercial development. Santana 
Row is going to grow by 20-30% and maybe more the Century Theater and neighboring buildings 
become targets. The BAREC site is 17 acres of undeveloped, public land. Approval of this 
development should be contingent on creating open space in the area since Westfield will make 
hundreds of millions of dollars from Valley Fair commercial growth. Westfield needs to give back to 
the community and helping to sponsor the preservation of this open space would be a great way to do 
this. Santana Row can help. The City of San Jose can help. Grant money can do the rest, but it is 
critical that exploring how this can help offset the massive amounts of traffic and influx of vehicles 
to the area. Once people are out of their cars, parked in one of the two new five story parking 
garages, they can shop and also take a break in an open, public space. 

Response V14: Please refer to Response M2. 

Comment V15: A way Westfield could help fund this would be to create yet another walking bridge 
across Winchester Blvd. This would provide a safe way for people to cross Winchester and not stop 
the flow of traffic. Please provide the impact to traffic when people are trying to cross the street and 
how much does that affect traffic flow? What are the air quality issues with that? The walking 
bridge can originate at the existing four story parking structure on Forrest and Winchester and drop 
down direction behind the Veterans building. Again, elevators would be provided for ADA and 
other needs. 

Response V15: The proposed project does not include the construction of pedestrian bridges 
over any of the surrounding roadways. Please refer to Responses L5 and 
Vl2. 

Comment V16: This all leads to how can the City of San Jose leverage the massive growth that 
Westfield wants to do in a primarily residential area. San Jose needs to look at the long term effects 
of this development and acknowledge that traffic will increase significantly and do what ever it can 
to help make that reality more palatable for the neighborhood and the general area. Show leadership 
in commercial planning and development. There is an approval process for a reason and that is to 
insure all views are considered and the public is looked after. No plans are final until San Jose 
agrees with the plan. Where are the plans for how Westfield will embrace the BAREC property if it 
remains open space or becomes a active farm again? 
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Response V16: The long-term impacts of the proposed Valley Fair expansion project are 
included in the EIR. Land use adjacent to the shopping center are primarily 
commercial, although it is acknowledged that the nearby residential areas are 
impacted by traffic generated by the shopping center and other commercial 
retail uses in the project vicinity. The proposed Valley Fair project requires 
Site Development permit and General Plan amendment approvals from the 
City of San Jose. Approvals for construction within the portion of the site 
within the City of Santa Clara would be issued by Santa Clara. The approval 
of the Valley Fair project is not dependent in any way on the approval of the 
Santa Clara Gardens project. Refer also to Responses VI and V4. 

Comment V17: Highway 280/880/17 interchange 
This intersection is a disaster. During the holidays, it is common for the off ramp to Stevens Creek 
coming south on 880 is backed up past the Bascom exit. This is also true from coming north on 17 to 
Stevens Creek. I have seen the plans the county/state are proposing for making this intersection 
better; however, this plan has absolutely nothing to do with Westfield's plan for Valley Fair. Before 
any development occurs at Valley Fair, the highway situation needs to be corrected. Period. There 
should be no negotiation on this point. Before Westfield tries to (and will) drive more traffic to their 
mall, the artery (highway) system needs to be fixed. If it takes a couple of years for the state to get it 
together, so be it. To allow for massive commercial development where it is anticipated that an 
additional two-five story computerized parking structures will be in complete use without a way for 
traffic to flow to the destination is foolish and irresponsible. If you are not going to make the fixing 
of 880/280/17 a prerequisite to the approval of the development, please provide a detailed description 
on why. How will the new traffic be handled? What happens to new traffic that will start flooding 
the area? What happens when Santana Row expands? Will Santana Row's development be 
contingent on highway improvements? Any form of development that occurs in this area needs to be 
predicated on an improved ingress and egress system. If one does not exist, you will simply break 
even more and already broken interchange. Refer to the attached document entitled "dirtydozen.pdf' 
where the San Jose Mercury News designates the 880/280/17 as the top three worst intersections in 
the Bay Area. How can an application for 35% growth with the goal ofthousands of more vehicles 
coming to the area be approved ifthe highways that get people to the project site is already broken? 
Why would the city approve something like this without first fixing the problem? I know the City of 
San Jose is not responsible for fixing the highways, but it is responsible for making sure the 
community runs well and is not over-burdened with problems. I ask that you provide a contingency 
on the plans that require the highway system be fixed before approval can begin. That will make 
Westfield unhappy, but it will insure that the community is properly serviced by the infrastructure. I 
have already witnessed three major accidents at Cypress Ave and Stevens Creek in the past three 
months. More cars mean more accidents and more traffic. Fix the problems before they get worse. 
Allowing development without having the proper infrastructure in place is foolish and not in the 
citizen's best interest. 

Here is a quote from the article: 
http:/ /www.mercurynews.com/mldlmercurynews/16213031.htm 

"Traffic jams at the Interstate 880-280-17 -Stevens Creek interchange used to be Silicon Valley's 
unwanted Christmas present, a seasonal sabotage perpetrated by thousands of cars converging on the 
Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping centers. 

Now we're getting that gift almost every day, aU year long." 
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Response V17: As stated previously, there are plans to improve the 1-880/I-280 and I-
880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchanges. The proposed project also 
includes the addition of a direct right-tum lane from the 1-880 southbound 
off-ramp to northbound Monroe Street. To accommodate this additional 
right-tum lane, one eastbound left-tum lane from Stevens Creek Boulevard to 
northbound Monroe Street would be removed. Please also refer to Responses 
G4 and E9. 

Comment V18: Green/Environmental Issues 
Any future development ofthe Valley Fair site should be required to use green materials and use 
green power. Westfield is very progressive in how it develops its malls, and this should be no 
different. Solar and green power should be a requirement. Sustainable systems (both construction 
and waste) need to be put in place. Remember, any major development requires ALL parts of the 
mall to be brought up to current codes and environmental regulations. Please detail all of the 
environmental improvements that will take place in the new development and the existing 
stores/locations. How will the construction pollution be offset? What air quality issues will occur 
from the construction? 

Response V18: As described in Section 4.12 of the EIR, the City of San Jose's General Plan 
Sustainable City and Green Building policies contain goals regarding energy 
efficiency and the use of renewable energy technologies. The proposed 
project would be required to meet all standard building code requirements of 
the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. Further, the applicant will be applying 
for LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certification for 
the shopping center expansion project. 

As stated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, although the Valley Fair Shopping 
Center Expansion Project would not result in significant energy impacts, 
standard measures are included in the project to further reduce energy 
consumption related to demolition. These measures include: 1) the 
preparation of a waste management plan for recycling a minimum of 50 
percent (by weight) of the generated construction and demolition materials; 
and 2) the utilization oflocal and regional building materials to reduce energy 
consumption associated with transporting materials over long distances. 

Comment V19: Traffic Studies 
There is a lot of traffic analysis in this report. Please provide an analysis of past traffic projections 
from the prior Valley Fair expansion and determine if the original projections were accurate. Please 
do the same with the Santana Row traffic studies. I mention Santana Row since it is entirely in San 
Jose so San Jose was the lead agency in that development. How accurate were the traffic studies. 
Please be specific and detailed in your explanation. I examined the data in the current study, and it 
shows that the Stevens Creek/Winchester will only be minorly affected. Please. Just go out there 
and look for yourself. Just because you have a couple of data points does not make a trend. Further, 
adding a single left tum lane will not fix everything. The intersection is already operating below 
LOS D, something your report does not say. This intersection is one of the worst. By taking two feet 
of curb out to allow for a left tum lane to Stevens Creek will not fix the problem. Again, you have 
some say "depending on the City of Santa Clara" statements that it is almost worthless to give as an 
option. The same for the City of San Jose. The fact is, if the improvements are not allowed, the 
intersection will get worse and the quality of life here will go down. If there are no improvements, 
what are the plans to make it work better? Maybe the financial penalties can go towards a walking 
bridge over both Stevens Creek and Winchester. These roads are not safe to cross. Please measure 
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the distance from curb to curb, calculate a few different walking patterns (i.e., child, teenager, adult, 
senior, wheel chair, person with walker, person with cane, etc.) and determine the amount of time 
needed to cross the street. Now determine how much backup traffic occurs when the needed time is 
provided to cross safely. It cascades. Look at how NYC does traffic studies. If there is a traffic jam, 
for every minute of delay, it cascades to five minute of future delay. It gets worse and worse the 
longer it takes to clear the traffic. Same holds true for any flowing system. Traffic that backs up at a 
light (say Stevens Creek/Winchester or Stevens Creek/San Tomas or Stevens Creek/Saratoga) causes 
multiple problems down the line and for a significant time. Please provide this type of analysis for 
how light delays will impact the area. Please give a radius of two miles. 

Response V19: The City of San Jose does not prepare analyses to determine if past traffic 
projections were accurate; however, the City maintains a database that 
analyzes the Levels of Service at every intersection in San Jose on a yearly or 
bi-yearly basis. If significant unexpected changes are identified, City staff 
does an analysis to determine the potential causes of the changes. This 
analysis can include recounting trips through the intersection or completing a 
field evaluation to determine the causes. In addition, background traffic from 
the Approved Trips Inventory is analyzed on a citywide basis on a regular 
basis. 

Please refer to Responses E7 and G2 regarding the proposed pedestrian 
access and safety improvements at the intersection of Winchester Boulevard 
and Stevens Creek Boulevard. The improvement will be implemented if 
found feasible by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. As previously stated 
in Responses L5, Vl2, and V15, there is not enough room for pedestrian 
bridges across Stevens Creek Boulevard. 

As described in Section 4.2.3.10 of the EIR, improvements on Stevens Creek 
Boulevard at Baywood A venue, Monroe Street, and Santana Row are 
included in the proposed project to allow additional storage capacity and 
traffic signal modifications, among other improvements. These 
improvements would not affect the levels of service at any of these 
intersections. 

Comment V20: San Jose and Santa Clara working together 
San Jose and Santa Clara need to work closely together on this since the mall is in both cities as are 
many of the intersections. You need to look at ALL of the development going on and what the best 
plan is for the area. Look at Valley Fair, Santana Row, and BAREC. Here are three areas that are 
within a stones throw of each other and each one has its own EIR and plan, yet none of them tie into 
each other or relate to each other. Take this opportunity to look at all the development activities in 
the area and see how they can best work together. Once these decisions are made, they cannot be 
changed. You have a unique opportunity to insure the area is developed correctly and not 
haphazardly. Since all these development applications are being considered now, look at them 
together and look at the big picture. Look at how this will evolve over the next 20-50 years .... or the 
next 200 years. How will you have impacted the area in a positive note? I am not suggesting you 
deny the Valley Fair expansion. I like the idea of developing commercial land more effectively and 
more densely .... I'm from NYC, that's what I am used to. Go up, not out. But since all these 
changes are happening at the same time and no one city has control over all parts, it is critical that 
you look at all aspects. Do not rush to make this decision and approve the application just because 
the cities will make lots of money in tax revenue and permits. Look longer term than that. You need 
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to explore how the area will sustain itself over the long haul .... beyond your lifetime .... beyond your 
grand children's children's lifetime. 

Response V20: As described in Section 4.2 of the EIR, background traffic conditions include 
existing traffic plus the traffic from approved but not yet built projects. 
Project traffic is then added to the background traffic condition to determine 
project impacts. As described in Responses El and Jl, the Santana Row, 
Santa Clara Gardens, and proposed Valley Fair projects were included in the 
cumulative scenario. An examination of cumulative conditions is intended to 
allow decision-makers to better understand the potential impacts which might 
result from approval of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in conjunction with the proposed project. 

The cumulative scenario examines reasonably foreseeable projects; those that 
are known or anticipated to occur in the reasonably foreseeable future. The 
San Jose 2020 General Plan and Santa Clara 2010 General Plan can be 
reviewed to anticipate the types and densities of urban development in the 
project area; however, General Plans are sometimes amended and only 
describe development up to the respective build-out timeframes. Therefore, to 
attempt to anticipate development that may occur in 20 to 200 years would be 
speculative. 

Comment V21: There needs to be a balance of development and open space. Push for that in all 
development applications. BAREC is as a resident stated "a no brainer" to keep as open space since 
it is already open space, not developed in any way, and public land owned by the state. Look at how 
Santana Row, Valley Fair, and BAREC can build a community .... but also look at how people will 
come and go to the community. If the infrastructure is not correct, all you will have created is a mess 
that will be very costly to fix. And the citizens will be very angry because you had the chance to do 
the right thing. 

So please, do the right thing. 

Response V21: Please refer to Response Ml. The proposed Valley Fair project includes all 
necessary infrastructure as required by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. 

Comment V22: Here is the first of two photos for you to look at. They show the Valley Fair area 
on December 23, 2006. As you can see, the traffic is piled up and backed up along 
880 south, 17 north, San Carlos to Stevens Creek, and people are parked all over 
the neighborhood. Please make sure that you place this in the EIR and detail how 
these issues will be addressed. 

Response V22: These photos are included in this First Amendment to the Draft EIR. Please 
refer to Responses H4, G4, and E9, as well as other responses in this 
document.· It should be noted that traffic impacts of the proposed project are 
described in Section 4.2 of the VaHey Fair Shopping Center Expansion EIR. 
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W. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DOUGLAS V. MANDERSON, AICP, DATED 
MARCH 11, 2007 

Comment Wl: As a residential neighbor, I received the Notice of Availability of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion proposal. I know that 
the comment period on the EIR has closed, but it is my understanding that this application has not 
gone to public hearing yet. Please convey the following four traffic-related concerns to the 
appropriate staff members, Planning Commissioners and City Council members. 

Response Wl: Please see responses to comments, below. 

Comment W2: Currently the only entry driveway along Winchester located in San Jose is the 
driveway and aisle that provides ingress and egress for traffic through the Goodyear Tire Store 
parking lot. It is important that the left-tum movement for southbound Winchester traffic into the 
Goodyear driveway be preserved. Preservation of this entry could be done in conjunction with the 
design of the northbound Winchester turning lane into the City of Santa Clara's proposed BAREC 
residential development on the west side of Winchester. 

Response W2: Please refer to Responses H3 and L3. The proposed project includes the 
relocation of the signal at the intersection ofDorcich Street and Winchester 
Boulevard to allow for the relocation of the existing grocery/drugstore to the 
north. The relocated signal would include a left-tum movement from 
southbound Winchester Boulevard. 

Comment W3: I know that the area immediately west of the Macy's store is located in the City of 
Santa Clara, but having only one north/south aisle between Macy's and the new Safeway is not 
adequate to meet current traffic demands on the site, let alone the increased traffic resulting from the 
expansions. Anyone heading to the Safeway/Long's front parking lot from southbound Winchester 
or Forest A venue will have to compete with mall shoppers looking for a parking space in this one 
aisle. I am sending a copy of this letter to the City of Santa Clara as I am concerned that the 
proposed parking lot design will adversely affect the neighborhood-serving businesses of the grocery 
store and the drug store. 

Response W3: As shown on Figure 4 of the EIR (Conceptual Site Plan), the relocated signal 
at Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard would provide access from 
southbound Winchester Boulevard into the parking area proposed to serve the 
new grocery/drugstore. The dedicated (no parking on either side) drive aisle 
to access the parking area for the new grocery/drugstore would be located 
adjacent to the existing shopping center structure and would provide a more 
direct route to the grocery/drugstore parking area. 

Comment W4: Currently, there is a permit-parking-only program for Spar Avenue and Hanson 
Avenue in the County unincorporated area (Winchester Manor subdivision) southwesterly of Stevens 
Creek and Winchester. When this neighborhood is annexed to San Jose in 2008, the permit parking 
program should be retained to protect the safety of these neighborhoods and prevent overflow 
parking from Santana Row and Valley Fair on these residential streets. 

Response W 4: The comment is noted. The proposed Valley Fair project would not result in 
the annexation of any neighborhoods. 
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Comment WS: Finally, but most importantly, the necessary improvements to the Highways 880/280 
interchange and the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-ramps need to be at least partially funded by 
Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center's property owners. If it is not too late, San Jose should also 
require contributions for freeway improvements from Santana Row Shopping Center's property 
owner, as part ofthe approval of the expansion also proposed there. 

Response WS: As stated in Responses E4, F2, G4 and Ml and Section 4.2.4.2 of the EIR, the 
proposed Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion project would make a fair 
share contribution towards identified improvements to the I-880/I-280 
interchange improvement project to be negotiated during the funding process. 

X. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM YOLANDA REYNOLDS, DATED 
JANUARY 16,2007 

Comment Xl: I understand that the EIR comment period for the proposed development/expansion 
ofValley Fair is closed. I am unaware of notice of any EIR review for the proposed expansion within 
the Santana Row development. It has not been widely publicized. If such, is required at all. Because 
ofthese proposals coming before the planning department of the city of San Jose, I wish to express 
some of my concerns regarding these proposed expansions. 

Response Xl: It is assumed that the following comments are intended to be in response to 
the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project. 

Comment X2: The city of San Jose has adopted a policy to make every effort to promote pedestrian 
activity and alternative transportation modes throughout the city. The plans submitted by the 
Westfield Corporation for the Valley Fair site, in my opinion, will diminish or eliminate pedestrian 
and bicycle access and mobility. 

Response X2: The opinion stated in this comment is noted. 

Comment X3: As described to me, the plans for a three or four story parking facility along Stevens 
Creek abutting the sidewalk will certainly discourage pedestrians. Not only will the walk be 
unsightly it will be dangerous and most likely often insufferably hot. The parking structure must be 
positioned to allow large trees and shade along the sidewalk all the way along Stevens Creek to 
Winchester. 

Response X3: As shown on Figure 6 of the EIR, shade trees would be provided along the 
Stevens Creek Boulevard frontage of the Valley Fair Shopping Center site. 
The setback of the parking structure from Stevens Creek Boulevard would be 
in conformance with City of San Jose commercial design guidelines. The 
sidewalk along Stevens Creek would be maintained by the proposed project. 

Comment X4: To my knowledge, there are currently no bicycle racks anywhere at this shopping 
center. Furthermore, there is scant, if any attention paid to pedestrian access to the shops, even when 
they arrive by automobile, but less so, if they walk there from adjoining neighborhoods. 

Response X4: Bicycle racks are not currently located on the shopping center site, but will be 
considered as part of the proposed project. Please refer to Response G2. 
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Comment XS: 

Response XS: 

At Santana Row the plan to remove surface parking with no additional 
parking at the site will certainly discourage patrons/customers from going to 
this wildly successful shopping/eating center. Already on the early hours of 
week day evenings and, especially, on weekends there is absolutely no 
parking available. Here too, there are no bicycle racks to welcome cyclists.· 

The proposed project is the expansion of the Valley Fair Shopping Center. 

Comment X6: Since so many patrons walk from Westfield/Valley Fair to Santana Row and vice 
versa, it is perhaps time to consider an elevated passageway over Stevens Creek. 

Response X6: Please refer to Responses V12 and V15. 

Comment X7: With the combined expansions, I urge that the city take a hard look at the effects of 
the increased traffic that will occur in combination with the recently adopted policy of "protected 
intersection'', which includes the intersection at Winchester and Stevens Creek. There must be an 
assessment of anticipation of air quality. Please assess the impact at all intersections within a mile of 
these planned expansions. 

Response X7·: The cumulative condition for the project includes the proposed project, and 
the Santana Row and Santa Clara Gardens projects. The cumulative 
discussion of the EIR (Section 7.0) includes an analysis of the Stevens Creek 
Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard intersection, which is a City of San Jose 
"Protected Intersection". Improvements shall be made to this intersection as 
described in Response H9 and Section IV. of this First Amendment to the 
EIR. The methodology for determining which intersections are studied is 
described in Response J 1. 

Comment XS: Though it is still uncertain whether funds will be made available to make 
improvements at the interface of Stevens Creek/ San Carlos and Highway 880, attention must be 
drawn to the danger to pedestrians walking to Valley Fair- Santa Row. Currently there are sections 
with no sidewalk in place and marginal pedestrian walkway markings. Also pedestrians, even though 
in a crosswalk, must await many minutes for the kindness of drivers to cross auto egress and ingress 
outlets to and from the freeway on both the north and south sides of Stevens Creek. 

Response XS: Please refer to Responses G2, E7, and E9. 

Comment X9: Again, there MUST be additional attention to maintaining some shade in the form of 
vegetation all along the sidewalks to and within the shopping center. 

Response X9: Please refer to Response X3. 

Comment XlO: Finally, this is such a huge development that the city should encourage the use of 
water permeable surface wherever possible. We must, throughout the city, make every effort to 
restore the underground water with rainwater and not allow that water to run off to the bay - we 
already discharge too much from the water treatment plant. 

Response XlO: The proposed project does not include the use of water permeable pavement. 
The recommendation is noted. 
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IV. REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT 

The following section contains text revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Valley Fair 
Shopping Center Expansion, dated December 2006. Underlining depicts text added, while strikouts 
depict text deleted. 

Page 17: 

Page 18: 

Page 28: 

Page 34: 

REVISE Section 3.1.3.9 Level of Service Policies as follows: 

Section 3.1.3.~ Level of Service Policies 

REVISE Section 3.1.3.5 Water Resources Policies as follows: 

Section 3.1.3.~ Water Resources Policies 

ADD the following text after the first paragraph of Section 4.1.2.5 Short-term 
Construction and Demolition Impacts: 

The project applicant has indicated that during construction, overall parking deficits 
should be no more than one to two percent of the total parking provided on site. As 
described in Section 2.1.7 ofthe DEIR, the first phase of construction would be 
development of the new grocery/drug store and bank buildings on the Santa Clara 
portion of the site. Approximately 50 parking spaces would be removed in order to 
prepare the building pad for the new grocery/drugstore building. Once construction 
commences, the existing grocery/drugstore building would be removed and replaced 
with parking. It is estimated that this process would take approximately three 
months, during which time, there would be no grocery/drugstore and the demand for 
parking in this portion of the site would be correspondingly reduced. 

Also as described in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIR, the new Parking Structure E would be 
constructed before any expansion of the existing shopping center structure is begun. 
The project applicant has indicated that if parking demand becomes an issue during 
construction, employees would park off-site at Santa Clara University and be shuttled 
to the Valley Fair site, just as they are in November and December during the holiday 
season. For these reasons, temporary impacts associated with parking would be less 
than significant. [Less than Shmificant Impact] 

ADD the following text after Freeway Segments discussion of Section 4.2.1.5 
Existing Traffic Operations: 

City of Santa Clara Streets: Although traffic impacts are determined at intersections 
in terms of Levels of Service, a study of the effects of removing the signal at the 
intersections ofDorcich Street/Winchester Boulevard and North Forest 
A venue/Winchester Boulevard was also prepared. The Dorcich Street Neighborhood 
Study found that during the existing condition, Forest, Henry, and Cecil A venues and 
Dorcich Street currently have weekday daily volumes ranging from 370 to 1,340 
vehicles and Saturday daily volumes of335 to 1.360 vehicles. In particular, the 
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Page 37: 

Page 43: 

Page 45: 

segment of Henry Avenue between Dorcich Street and Forest Avenue currently 
serves approximately 500-600 vehicles per day. 

ADD the following text after the fourth paragraph of Section 4.2.2 Background 
Conditions: 

Background conditions (existing plus the approved trip inventory) were analyzed as 
part of the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, as described in Appendix E of 
Appendix B of this DEIR. 

REVISE the last paragraph of Section 4.2.3.4 Saturday Traffic Analysis (City of 
San Jose Intersections): 

As part of the analysis for the proposed Valley Fair expansion project, it has also 
been determined that the improvement could also be constructed if a narrower 
side'.valk (five feet as opposed to seven feet) were allov1ed along the eastern frontage 
of the property located at the northv;est corner of the intersection (also located within 
the City of Santa Clara). It should be noted that a five fuot sidewalk v1ould be 
consistent with the requirements of the Americans '.vith Disabilities Act (ADA) on 
the Valley Fair property on the east side of the intersection, south of Stevens Creek 
Boulevard. 

The feasibility oftheseis improvements (widening the intersection or narro'Ning the 
sidewalk) will be determined by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara during the 
permitting/project approval process. If either of the improvements is determined to 
be feasible and is implemented, the impact would be less than significant. If it is 
determined by the cities that neither improvement is feasible, the impact at the 
intersection would be significant and unavoidable. In order to provide a conservative 
analysis of the impact, the impact is determined to be significant and unavoidable. 
[Less than 8ignifieant Impaet if Mitigation is determined te be Feasible and 
made a Cenditien ef Prejeet ,A,.ppro·t'al] [Significant Unavoidable Impact if 
Mitigation is determined te be Infeasible] 

DELETE the third paragraph of Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site 
Circulation Impacts: 

The proposed project also includes relocating the existing intersection signal at 
Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard further to the north to allow fur the 
relocation of the grocery/drug store to the north of the existing building. The new 
signalized entrance to the project site would be a T mtersectioa providiag a more 
direct route to the existing parking structure located is the northwest portion of the 
site (Parking Structure "B"). The Dorcich Street/Wiachester Boulevard iatersection 
is located in Santa Clara aad their approval vlill be aecessary prior to the 
implemeatation ofthe signal relocatioa. LeYel of service calculations indicate that 
the ne'+'' iatersectioa would operate at LOS B or better during all studied peak 
periods. 
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Page 46: ADD the following text after Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site Circulation 
Impacts: 

Section 4.2.3.11 Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study 

The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study was prepared by the project traffic engineers 
at the request of the City of Santa Clara to determine the effects on nearby residential 
streets immediately west of Winchester Boulevard, of signal modifications on 
Winchester Boulevard proposed by the Valley Fair and Santa Clara Gardens 
(BAREC) projects. The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study is included in Volume II 
ofthe DEIR, as an Appendix to Appendix B. 

The proposed signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard as part of the Valley 
Fair project include relocating the signal at Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard 
to a new shopping center entrance north of the existing signal. Left-turns would be 
allowed from northbound Winchester Boulevard to westbound Dorcich Street; 
however, left-turns from eastbound Dorcich Street to northbound Winchester 
Boulevard would not be allowed. Level of service calculations indicate that the new 
intersection would operate at LOS B or better during all studied peak periods. 

The Santa Clara Gardens Development project proposes to remove the signal at the 
intersection ofNorth Forest Street and Winchester Boulevard and North Forest Street 
would be restricted to right-in and right-out only. A new west leg of the Forest 
A venue and Winchester Boulevard intersection would be constructed into the 
proposed Santa Clara Gardens Development project site. 

As described in the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, weekday and Saturday daily 
traffic volumes on Dorcich and Cecil Streets would decrease approximately 68% to 
98% in the eastbound direction due to the elimination of a cut-through route and 
eastbound left turns from Dorcich Street and the signal modifications at Forest 
Avenue and Winchester Boulevard. Traffic on Henry Avenue, however, would 
increase to serve displaced traffic in the neighborhood. Weekday and daily traffic 
volumes along northbound Henry A venue would see increases of approximately 17% 
to 44%. Even with the increases due to the displacement of traffic, Henry Avenue 
would serve a total of 1,000 or fewer trips per day. Residential streets have the 
capacity to serve anywhere from 1,200 to 1,800 vehicles per day and still maintain a 
suitable residential character. 

Neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa Clara has thresholds for CEQA 
impacts on residential streets. Therefore, impacts to these neighborhood streets have 
not been identified and no mitigation is required or proposed. It should be noted, 
however, that the City of San Jose's Traffic Calming Policy shall be implemented on 
City of San Jose streets in the project vicinity after project construction and once 
traffic re-distributes (usually between six months and one year post-construction). 
Studies shall be done to determine what types, if any, of traffic calming mechanisms 
would be most beneficial to redirect traffic in the neighborhood and where they 
would be located. The City of Santa Clara will determine a process for implementing 
traffic calming mechanisms within their jurisdiction. The project applicant shall be 
required to fund such traffic calming improvements. 
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Page 46: 

Page 47: 

Page 81: 

REVISE the following text of Section 4.2.4.1 Mitigation for Significant Impact at 
the Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard Intersection: 

As previously described, the feasibility of widening the intersection or narrowing the 
sidewalk will be determined by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara during the 
permitting process. If either of the improvements (v;idening the intersection or 
narrowing the side'.valk) is determined by the City's of San Jose and Santa Clara to be 
feasible and is made a condition of project approval, the impact would be less than 
significant. If it is determined by the cities that neither improvement is feasible, 
impacts at the intersection would be significant and unavoidable and a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations will be required. In order to provide a conservative 
analysis of the impact, the impact is determined to be significant and unavoidable. 
[Less than Signifiennt Impnet if Mitigation is Dete:rmined to be Feasible and 
mode n Condition of Projeet Approval] [Significant Unavoidable Impact if 
Mitigation is Determined to be Infeasible] 

ADD and REVISE the following text of the last sentence of Section 4.2.5 
Conclusion regardine Transportation and Traffic Impacts: 

In order to provide a conservative analysis of the impact, the impact is determined to 
be Significant and Unavoidable. [Less than Signifiennt Impnet if Mitigation is 
Dete:rmined to be Feasible and mode R Condition of Projeet AppreYnll 
[Significant Unavoidable Impact if Mitigation is Determined to be lnfensihle] 

REVISE the following text ofthe first paragraph of Section 4.8.3.3 Long-Term 
Water Quality Impacts: 

The proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces on the 
project site, when compared to the existing condition. The proposed project would 
result in an additional approximately 13,500 square feet of impervious surfaces on the 
site, which is an increase of about one percent over the current impervious surfaces, 
as shown in Table 4.8-1. This condition would not be substantially different from the 
existing site condition. 

The total area of the Valley Fair project site is approximately 3,064,000 square feet 
(approximately 70.3 acres at 43,560 square feet per acre) while the area to be 
disturbed as a result of construction is approximately 1,362,933 (approximately 31.3 
acres); or approximately 44.5% ofthe total project site, as shown in Table 4.8-1. The 
existing amount of impervious area on the site is approximately 2,889,122 square feet 
and the total proposed impervious area within the project construction area is 
approximately 1,240,933 square feet, as shown in Table 4.8-2. Therefore, 
approximately 42.5% of the total site area of impervious surface is proposed to be 
created or replaced. Although the proposed project is considered to be a significant 
redevelopment project (as described in Council Policy 6-29), the project would not 
result in an increase or replacement of more than 50% of the impervious surface area 
of a previously existing development. Therefore, only the net new impervious 
surface area was included ia the applicatioa ofthe sizing desiga staHdards as shovm 
in Table 4.8 1 the project proposes stormwater treatment control measures, 
numerically sized in conformance with Policy 6-29, to treat the runoff from 
impervious surfaces from the proposed expansion area. Approximately 31.3 acres 
would be treated through a combination ofbiorention cells, bioswales~ and media 

Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 54 First Amendment to the Draft EIR 
City of San Jose April 2007 



Page 82: 

filter devices. The proposed project Vlould result in an additional approximately 
13,500 square feet ofimpervious surfaces on the site, which is an increase ofabout 
one percent over the current impervious surfaces. This condition would not be 
significantly different from the existing site condition. 

REVISE Table 4.8-1 as follows: 

TABLE 4.8-1 
PERVIOUS AND IMPERVIOUS SURFACES ON-SITE 

Site Surface Existing SF 0/o of Project SF %of Difference %of 
Site Site Site 

Impervious (Building 
• Footprints, Parking, Driveways, 
Sidewalks, etc.) 1,240,933 91% 1,227,433 90% 4o:13,500 
Pervious (Landscaping) 122,000 9% 135,500 10% -+13,500 
Total* 1,362,933 100% 1,362,933 100% +1% 

*The total area is the area to be disturbed during construction. 
NOTE: Overall, the proposed project will result in a reduction in impervious surfaces and an increase in pervious 
surfaces over the existing condition. 

ADD the following table: 

TABLE 4.8-2 
PERCENTAGE OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA TO BE CREATED OR REPLACED 

Total Proposed Impervious 
Area 

Total Site Existing Impervious 
Area+ 

Percentage of Impervious 
Surface Area to be Created or 

Replaced 
1 227 433* 2.889.122 

+Total existing impervious area within the project construction area (l ,240,933) plus total existing impervious area 
outside of the project construction area (1,648.189). 
*,.., -1 

Page 95: 

REVISE the following text of the first paragraph: 

It is anticipated that an approximately 6,00Q750 square foot treatment control 
measure would be installed adjacent to Parking Structure "F" along the Stevens Creek 
Boulevard frontage. 

ADD the following text to the second paragraph of Section 4.11.1.2 Storm Drainage 
Systems: 

This system is designed to accommodate flows associated with 10-year storm events 
and existing land uses. The City reviews stormwater management for new 
development projects on a case-by-case basis to ensure an effective and efficient 
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Page 98: 

solution and has integrated Program requirements into its review and approval 
procedures (Santa Clara Gardens Development Project Draft EIR, March 9, 2006). 

REVISE the first sentence of the fourth paragraph of Section 4.11.1.3 Sanitary 
Sewer/Wastewater Treatment: 

The sanitary sewer lines that would serve the proposed project are owned and 
maintained by the City of San Jose. 

REVISE the following text of the first sentence of Section 4.11.1.5 Electric, Natural 
Gas, and Telephone Services: 

Electricity and natural gas are provided to the site by PG&E and Silicon Valley 
Power. 

REVISE the following text of the last sentence of the third paragraph of Section 
4.11.2.2 Water Supply Impacts: 

It is antieipated that CSC has the ability tO SUpply this additional 'Nate£ demB:fl:d based 
on information provided by CSC for the Santa Clara Gardens Development Projeet 
~ ~ A Water Supply Assessment was completed by CSC for the portion of the 
project site within Santa Clara (March 27, 2007). According to CSC, the City of 
Santa Clara would be able to adequately supply the Valley Fair Shopping Center 
expansion project without any additional source of water supply or operational 
changes. In fact. the City's Urban Water Management Plan took into account growth 
and redevelopment within the City of Santa Clara including another significantly 
larger development in the same area as the Valley Fair project. 

ADD the following text after the last sentence of Section 4.11.2.3 Storm Drainage 
Impacts: 

Based on information contained in the Santa Clara Gardens Development Project 
EIR, the City of Santa Clara's storm drainage system is designed to accommodate 
stormwater flows from existing land uses for a 1 0-year storm event. The proposed 
shopping center expansion project would not result in a significant increase in the 
volume of storm water generated on the portion of the site that would be served by the 
City of Santa Clara's storm drainage system, when compared to the existing 
condition. Therefore, the project would not adversely affect the City of Santa Clara's 
storm drainage system. 

REVISE the following text of Section 4.11.2.4 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater 
Treatment Impacts: 

The wastewater generated from the proposed expansion would not exceed the 
capacity of the existing City of San Jose sanitary sewer lines, including the 15-inch 
line in Winchester Boulevard that would serve the portion of the site in Santa Clara. 
This effluent and can be accommodated at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution 
Control Plant, as previously described. The proposed project would comply with 
City of San Jose Council Policy 8-7 (Sanitary Sewer Level of Service) which ensures 
that the collection system is adequate to accommodate new development. [Less than 
Significant Impact] 
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Page 125: 

REVISE the following text ofthe first sentence of Section 4.11.2.6 Electricity, 
Natural Gas, and Telephone Service Impacts: 

Facilities for providing telephone, electrical and natural gas services are built and 
maintained by the public and private utilities that provide these services under their 
franchise agreements with the State of California. 

REVISE the following text ofthe first sentence of Section 4.11.3 Mitigation and 
Avoidance Measures for Impacts to Utilities and Service Systems: 

As previously described in the above sections, +the proposed project will not result in 
significant impacts on City of Santa Clara or City of San Jose utilities and service 
systems. 

REVISE the following text of the second, third, and fourth paragraphs of Section 
4.11.4 Conclusion Regarding Utilities and Service System Impacts: 

The volume of additional stormwater runoff to be generated by new development can 
be accommodated by the existing City of Santa Clara and City of San Jose storm 
drainage system. [Less than Significant Impact] 

The proposed expansion ofthe shopping center would not significantly impact the 
sanitary sewer system and would not exceed the capacity of the San Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution Control Plant. [Less than Significant Impact] 

Demand for electricity and natural gas would increase under the proposed project, but 
would not significantly impact PG&E and Silicon Valley Power's delivery systems or 
supplies. [Less than Significant Impact] 

ADD the following text after Freeway Segments discussion in Section 7.3.2 
Cumulative Transportation Impacts 

Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study 

As previously described in Section 4.2.3.11, the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study 
was prepared to determine the effects of the proposed signal modifications on 
Winchester Boulevard on nearby residential streets immediately west of Winchester 
Boulevard. The Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study is included in Volume II of the 
DEIR, as an Appendix to Appendix B. 

The proposed signal modifications on Winchester Boulevard as part of the Valley 
Fair project include relocating the signal at Dorcich Street and Winchester Boulevard 
to a new shopping center entrance north of the existing signal. Level of service 
calculations indicate that the new intersection would operate at LOS B or better 
during all studied peak periods. 

The Santa Clara Gardens Development project proposes to remove the signal at the 
intersection of North Forest Street and Winchester Boulevard and North Forest Street 
would be restricted to right-in and right-out only. A new west leg of the Forest 
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A venue and Winchester Boulevard intersection would be constructed into the 
proposed Santa Clara Gardens Development project site. 

As described in the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study, as a result of the signal 
modifications on Winchester Boulevard, weekday and Saturday daily traffic volumes 
on Dorcich and Cecil Streets would decrease while traffic on Henry A venue, 
however, would increase to serve displaced traffic in the neighborhood. Henry 
A venue would serve a total of 1,000 or fewer trips per day. Residential streets have 
the capacity to serve anywhere from 1,200 to 1 ,800 vehicles per day and still 
maintain a suitable residential character. 

Neither the City of San Jose nor the City of Santa Clara has thresholds for CEQA 
impacts on residential streets. Therefore, impacts to these neighborhood streets have 
not been identified and no mitigation is required or proposed. It should be noted, 
however, that the City of San Jose's Traffic Calming Policy shall be implemented 
after project construction and once traffic re-distributes (usually between six months 
and one year post-construction). Studies shall be done to determine what types, if 
any, of traffic calming mechanisms would be most beneficial to redirect traffic in the 
neighborhood and where they would be located. The project applicant shall be 
required to fund such traffic calming improvements. 

REVISE the following text of the fifth sentence of Section 8.2 GROWTH­
INDUCING IMPACTS: 

As described in Section 3.0, Consistency with Adopted Plans, the proposed project is consistent with 
the San Jose 2020 General Plan and the Santa Clara General Plan (1990-2005); as a result, it would 
not cause further growth beyond what is anticipated in these General Plan§. 
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V. COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS 

The original comment letters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Valley Fair Shopping 
Center Expansion Project, are provided on the following pages. 
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FEB-21-2007 14:34 CITY OF SAN JOSE-PLANNING 408 292 6055 P.02/11 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1'~ 
Governor,s Office' of Plannin~ and ~.e$-~·~I-~~ .. ~- i - } 

State Clearinghouse and Plannin~ Unit.:.; c; ... ~~Js:;.::~· 
• : -....,_, ,., ~· 1 •:-- J/,l · 

Amold Schwarzcncgger · i . ..... ~tliil B%'YIDt 
Governor ... :, F£8 2 G 2001 rjt_~Otc-r 

Febnwy 9, 2007 L"J.r]Jbj~~~~Jl?;t!] 

Janis Moore 
City of San Jose 
200 Bast Santa Clan Stteet 
San Jose, CA 9511~·1905 

Subject: W cltfic:ld V a.Ur:y Fair Site Development Permit Pile No. H00..027 and General Plan Text 
Atnendm.ent File No. GPOO-T-04 
SCH#: 2006052162 

Dear Janis Moore: 

The Srate Clearinghouse submitted the above ~laDled Draft BIR to selected state agencies for rfflew. On .the 
enclosed Document Details Report please note tbat the Oearinghouse has listed the ttate &iencf.es that 
reviewed your~ 'l'1ut review period closed on February 8, 2007, and the col.1lmell.ts from the 
responding agency (ies) is (arc) enclosed. If this col'1111:1Cnt package is not in order, please notizy the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Ple~ tefet to the project's ten--digit State Clearinghouse number in fi.tru.re 
comspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please no'te that Section 211 04( c} of the Cllifomia Public Resources Code states that: 

uA responsible 01 other public a1ency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities invo~ved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or wbich are 
required to be carried out or approved by the aa~ency. Those comments shall be supported by 
specific documentation." 

'I'hcac co11llDC:Uts arc forwarded for use in preparing your final envi:roll.mlmtal document. Should you need 
mote iafom111ti0n or clarification of the enclosed comments, we reoOIDI:XIe!1d that you contact the 
commeJ.tting agenc:y direetly, 

This letter acknowledges that y(>u haw CODlplied with the State CleariJ:aibOuse review requirem.ettts for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California BnviroDJDellt.al Quality Act Please contact the State. 
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-061:3 if you bave any IJ'Ue$tiont reprding the environmental Nview process. 

Sincerely, 

~.·.-~· L) ~-: .;--. 
;.'( ~<-. 
.,., ·' .. ·Terry Ro . 

Director, State Clearin,zhO\JSe 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Aseney 

1400 'l'l!lNTH STREET P.O. :BOX 8044 s.A.Cllt\MilNTO, OALlll'ORNIA 95812-8044 
TEL (916) 44li·061S PAX (916) 82&.8018 'l'f"'!!IW.opr.ea.IOV 

A 

f 

l. 



FEB-21-2007 14:34 CITY OF SAN JOSE-PLANNING 408 292 6055 
State Clearinghouse Data B•se 

SCHW 2006052162 
Project rttle Westfield Valley Fair Site Development Permit File No, H06-027 and General Plan Text Amendment 

l.e.d Agency F'Ue No. GP06-T..Q4 
San Jo~. City of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Deserlption The propo6ed project conilsts at a Genetel Plan Text Amehdment to Increase the allowed building 
height on the site from SO to 65 feet and 1 SiUJ Development Permit to allow approximately 6~.000 
gross sQuare foot expansion of the existing Wtstfield Valley Fair Shopping center to accommodtlt~ up 
to two new anchor store$ end additional retail spec:e. The project also includes the demolition and 
reconstruction QftwQ -.xistlng parking struetur&s and the relocation of three outbuildings. Three exl$tlng 
commercial buildings would be demoHshed and relocated as part of the project, including two bank 
buildings locatid along the soutnem boundary of the sitt and the grocecy/drug store building located 
neer the southwestern oomer of tht sit.. The bank buildings are currently located within the $~ and 
the groceryldn.~g itore buflding located near tht southwestern portion of the site In the City of Santa 
Clara. The grocery/drug store building would be relocated to the north of the existing buftdlng, and 
would remain within the City of Santa Clara. Th!! project also Includes access and circulation 
improvements, Including the relomon of a southern drlv•way along Stevens Creek BOulevard so that 
it would aligrt with South Baywood Avenue. This realignment would require the relocation of the traftie 
signal on Steven's Creek Boulevard. Oth~;r acc96s and roadWay Improvements are also proposed 
along the western boundary of 1he site along Winchester Soulevard and could include the relocation of 
tht txlitlng trafllo signal at Dorclch Street. 

Lead Agency Contact 
N•me Janis Moore 

Agency City of San Jose 
Phone (408) 536-7815 
em. II 

Address 200 Ealt Santa Clara street 
CitY san Jose 

Proj•ct Loc;atJon 
County santa Clara 

City San Jose 
Region 

cross 6tl'eets 1-880 and stevens Creek Boulevard 

Fax 

State CA Zip 95113-1905 

Patcel No. 274-4J.-031, 032, 035, 037. 040, 043,048, 066, 059,061 thru 063, 065 thru 073, 075 thru 080 
Towmhlp ~nge Section 8a.s• 

.Proximity to: 
Highway!~ 1-880, Hwy 280 

Alrportll N.Y. Mineta S.J. lntemationel 
RailWays C&ITraln, LRT, UPRR 

Waterwaya Los Gatos Creek 
Schools S.J. Unitred, Campbell Union 

L•nd Use The majorfty of site is in san Jose: Shopping center complex I C~mmerclal General Zoning 
Oistrict I Regional Commerdal 
The southwestern portion of the site Is In Santa Clara: ShOpplg Center oomplex I Community 
Commercial Zoning District 1 community and Regional Commercial 

Note: Blanks In data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 



FEB-21-2007 14:34 CITY OF SAN JOSE-PLANNING 408 292 6055 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Project ls.su.a Atsthetic:Nisual; Air Quality; Arehnologle-Histaric; Cumulative Effects; Dl'ilinage/Absorptlon; 
Economles/Jobfi; Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; L.anduse: Noise; Other Issues; 
Population/Housing Balance; PubliC $ervlce&: Sewer capacity: Solid Waste; To:<ic:/Hazarcious; 
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water QuaHty: Water Supply; Wildlife 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department of Parks and 
Agfnt:IH Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; lnt.grated Waste Management Board; Public 

Utilities Commission: Office of Historic Preservatiqn; Oepertment of Fish and Game, Region S; 
Department of Water Resources; Califomla Highway Patrol; Caltrans, Distriet 4; Caltrans, Division of 
Aeronautics; Department of ToXIc Substances Cantrol 

Date Received 1212612006 Start ot Rev~w 12126/2006 End of Review 02/08/2007 

Note: Blanks In data fields result from in$Ufficient infom')ation provided by lead ag eney. 



State of California- The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov 

POST OFFICE BOX 47 
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94599 
(707) 944-5500 

January 4, 2007 

Ms. Janis Moore 
City of San Jose 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
San Jose, CA 95113-1905 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Governor 

Subject: Westfield Valley Fair Site Development (Permit #H06-027), SCH 2006052162, 
San Jose, Santa Clara County 

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the document for the subject 
project. Please be advised this project may result in changes to fish and wildlife 
resources as described in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Section 753.5(d)(1 )(A)-(G). Therefore, a de minimis determination is not appropriate, 
and an environmental filing fee as required under Fish and Game Code Section 
711.4(d) should be paid to the Santa Clara County Clerk on or before filing of the Notice 
of Determination for this project. · 

Please·note that the above comment is only in regard to the need to pay the 
environmental filing fee and is not a comment by DFG on the significance of project 
impacts or any proposed mitigation measures. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Dave Johnston, Environmental Scientist, 
at (831) 466-0234 or Mr. Greg Martinelli, Acting Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at 
(707) 944-5570. 

Sincerely, 

~~~--- Ft~~ 
Charles Armor 
Acting Regional Manager 
Bay Delta Region 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

Conserving Ca[ijornia:S Wi[tf[ije Since 1870 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Unda S. Adams 
Secretary for 

Environmental 
Protection 

Maureen Gorsen, Director 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 

Berkeley, California 94710-2721 
Arnold Schwarzenegger 

Governor 
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February 5, 2007 

Ms. Janis Moore 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
San Jose, California 95113-1905 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (SCH #2006052162}. As you may 
be aware, pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8, 
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees cleanup of 
sites where hazardous substances have been released. As a potential Resource 
Agency, DTSC is submitting comments to help ensure environmental documentation 
prepared for the Westfield Valley Fair Site under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any remediation activities pertaining to releases of 
hazardous substances. 

According to the draft EIR, the project includes the expansion of the existing Westfield 
Valley Fair shopping center to accommodate 650,000 square feet of additional retail 
space and the demolition and reconstruction of two parking structures and three 
commercial buildings and realignment of roadways. The various proposed activities in 
the project area have the potential to disturb soil containing hazardous substances from 
both agricultural activities. 

The draft EIR does not mention the need to thoroughly investigate the historical land 
use of all properties both within and near the project area. For example, DTSC's 
EnviroStor database (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/) identifies an adjacent 
site south of Stevens Creek that was used for agriculture until the early 1960s and was 
found to be contaminated with lead, arsenic, and chlorinated pesticides. The soil at the 
Valley Fair site may be similarly contaminated. In addition, road work associated with 
the project may disturb soil potentially contaminated with aerially deposited lead. 

Without information about potential contamination from all previous land uses, DTSC 
will be unable to determine whether hazardous substances may have been released to 
project areas. We strongly suggest that the City of San Jose thoroughly assess all 
historical activities within and near project areas. Based on that information, samples 
should be collected to determine whether additional issues need to be addressed in the 
CEQA compliance document. If hazardous substances have been released to the soil, 
ground water, or surface water, these releases will need to be addressed as part of the 
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Ms. Janis Moore 
February 5, 2007 
Page2 

Plan. 

For example, if the Plan includes soli excavation and remediation, the CEQA document 
.should include: (1) an assessment of air and health impacts associated with soil 
excavation activities; (2) identification of applicable local standards, which may be 
exceeded by the excavation activities, including dust levels and noise; (3) transportation 
impacts from the removal or remedial activities; and (4) risk of upset if an accident 
occurs at the Site. 

DTSC and the Regional Board signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), March 1, 
2005 aimed at preventing duplication of efforts among the agencies in the regulatory 
oversight of investigation and cleanup activities at brownfield sites. Under the MOA, 
anyone requesting oversight from DTSC or the Regional Board must submit an 
application to initiate the process to assign the appropriate oversight agency. The 
completed application and site information may be submitted to either DTSC or 
Regional Board office in your geographic area. 

Please contact Amy E. DeMasi at (51 0) 540-3812 if you have any questions or would 
like to schedule a meeting. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

/?Yl/~ 

Denise M. Tsuji, Unit Chief 
Northern California- Coastal Cleanup Operations Branch 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
PO Box3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

· Guenther Moskat 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
PO Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 



e California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 

Linda S. Adams 
Secretory for 

Environmental 
Protection 

lntemet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov 
1515 Clay Street. Suite 1400, Oakland, Califomia 946 

Phone (510) 622-2300 . FAX (510) 622-2460 
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February 5, 2007 
File No. 2188.05 (S 

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
City of San Jose 
Attn: Janis Moore 
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113-1905 

CITY OF SAN JOSE 
ANI'JING DEPARnfl.~N'LJ 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion General 
Plan Text Amendment and Site Development Permit (File No. GP06-T-04/H06-027; SCH No. 
2006052162), San Jose, California 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact 
Report and has the following comments. 

Section 4.8.3.3, Long-term Water Quality Impacts (pages 81-82) 
This section discusses the project's proposed post-construction stormwater management measures, which would be 
implemented to comply with Provision C.3 of the City of San Jose's NPDES Permit (Provision C.3) and San Jose's 
Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (Policy 6-29). The proposed treatment includes a 6000 ft2 

bioswale and media filter devices, including below ground vaults and/or manholes containing filter cartridges. 

Water Board staff is concerned because the sizing design standards for the post-construction treatment measures 
were applied only to the net new impervious surface of 13,500 ft2

. Provision C.3 and Policy 6-29 require that post­
construction treatment measures be sized to treat all new and/or replaced impervious surface for the site. 
Furthermore, if more than 50% of the existing impervious surface on the site is replaced, Provision C.3 and Policy 
6-29 require that all the existing, replaced, and new impervious surface be included in the stormwater treatment 
design. This calculation has not been done in Section 4.8.3.3; rather, proposed disturbed land versus total project 
site area (44.5%) was used to conclude that only the net new impervious surface area should be used in sizing the 
1reatment systems. Please revise Section 4.8.3.3 to be in compliance with Provision C.3 and Policy 6-29. 

Summary oflmpacts and Mitigation Measures (pages vi-xviii) 
This section does not include a discussion of the Long-term Water Quality Impacts and their corresponding 
Mitigation and A voidance Measures. Please include this discussion and ensure that it reflects the revised Section 
4.8.3.3. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (51 0) 622-2386 or at sma@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 
' 

Water Resources Control Engineer 

cc: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
Melody Tovar, City of San Jose 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

y Recycled Paper 
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February~8, 2007 

Ms. Jani~ Moore 
City of S~n Jose 
200 East ~anta Clara Street 
SanJoseJCA 95113 

Dear Ms.l Moore: 

SCI.r880-0.40 
SCL880225 
SCH20060521 

Westfield V aJley Fair Site Dev~opment - Draft Environmental Impact Re 
(DEIR) l ·: : : 

Thank yqu for including the California Department of Transportation (Deparunent) · the: 
enviro~ntal review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR ;md · 
have the following coniments to offer. 

Forecastbtg 
The follo~ing scenarios should also be analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS): 

a) EXisting Conditions 
b) Proposed Project Only 
c) cdmulativc Conditions 
d) CUmulative Conditions Plus Proposed Project 

Section 5~ page 38 of Appendix B, Cumulative growth conditions, includes only the an lysis for 
the Cumulative Condition Plus Proposed Project scenario. The Cumulative Condition ithout 
Project tdtffic should also be analyzed. 

Also, the ~umulative Condition and Cumulative Condition plus Proposed Project Con tion, 
should ~included in, the Transportation and Traffic Section, the main body of the DE 

ffighway; Operations 
1. This Pt'oject is causing significant impacts to 1-8&0 and 1-280 under project 

cumu~ative conditions. This developmenl needs to mitigate for significant traff e 
impacts to the State facilities and state what this mitigation will be or provide f: r 
share fees and identify improvements for which these fees will be used. 

~ctdtNJJI8 i.mpro~ m.nbi.lity a.croa11 Ca.liforni4" 
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2. Queu~ng impacts to State facilities for project and cumulative conditions should e 
identified by comparing the calculated 95th percentile queue (design queue) to t e 
available queue storage. Queuing impacts to be identified include. but are n t 
lirnitef4 to the following: Spillback queues from tum lanes at intersections, queu s 
from pne intersection that extend back and impact other intersections, queues fr · 
bottlef!eck locations such as lane drops that impact the operation of the facility 
spillb~ck queues on ramps that impact the State facility. Any queuing imp t 
identified needs to be mitigated or fair share fees should be provided wi h 
identification of improvements for which these fees will be used. 

3. This document states that queues from Stevens Creek Blvd. spill back onto e 
Stevens Creek/I-280/I-880 collector road and northbound 1~280. In addition, queu s 
from (he I-280/Moorpa.rk intersection queue back on the southbound 1-280 off-ram . 
To fui,ly analyze impacts to State facilities from queues on Stevens Creek Blv ., 
Winc~ester Blvd. and Moorpark. Ave., intersections should not be analyzed 
isola~d intersections. The intersections on these streets should be analyzed togeth r 
as a system using a traffic model such as Synchro. 

1
4. The 1~880/Stevens Creek Blvd. intersection analysis, for lhe A.M. projecl lrllf c 

E 5 · conditlons. is missing from this document. . 

E.1 

5. This document states that LOS analysis does not identify the operational problems 
Stevens Creek Blvd. and a more detailed traffic operations analysis will be prepar 
This 4etailed traffic operations analysis needs to be submitted for our review bcf 
the Final EIR is approved. 

Transit and Community Planning 
The project Mitigation :Measure 4.4-4 indicates that pedestrian crossings 
enhanced\ at strategic locations with countdown signals and lhat pedestrian pathwa s 
shall be lihed wilh shade trees. 

' 
The Con~eptual Site Plan (Figure 4) shows only one intersection improvement wi 
pedestrian crossing treatments along Stevens Creek Boulevard. 

W c suggbst that the project propclnent include pedestrian crossing treatments t 
additional. intersections between the project and adjacent neighborhoods along Steve s 
Creek Bltrd., Winchester Blvd. and Fore&:t Avenue in order to accommodate alterna 
modes of transportation and reduce the demand for auto trips. 

l 
A:ltho~ghi I-880 may represent a barr;ier to pedestrian access t~ the project from t 

E'\ di.recuon.~ we suggest that the prOJeCt proponent also comtder enhancements 
pedestrian access at the I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. interchange. 
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When m9re detailed project information is submitted as reque~ted, the Departmen will 
further r~view and comment at that time . . 
Should ypu have any questions reg.a.rding~this letter, please call Jose L. Olveda of my staff 
at (510) ~86-5535. 

Sincerely1 

~ \ fi/) 
~~. i}~ 

TIMOTHY . ABLE 
District ~ranch Chief 
IGRICEQA 

' 
c: Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse) 



County of Santa Clara 
Roads and Airports Department 

CITY OF SAN JOSE 
1 o 1 Skyport Drive .. ?LANNif'.'J_G Dt;:P8.PTMI;NI._; 
San Jose. California 951 10-1302 
(408) 573-2400 

January 26, 2007 

Ms. Janis Moore 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
San Jose, CA 95113-1905 

LE1·1e~ F 

Subj: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center 
City File No: GP06-T-04/H06-027; SCH NO. 2006052162 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

We have received and reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Westfield Valley 
Fair Shopping Center. The following are our comments: 

F l 1. Traffic Analysis should include the intersections on San Tomas Expressway at Monroe Street, 
Pruneridge A venue, and Saratoga A venue. 

2. The improvements listed in Expressway Planning Study at San Tomas Expressway are not funded. 
FZ Therefore, this project should pay their fair share for these improvements, or provide mitigation 

measures at impacted intersections. 
F3 J 3. Please provide us a copy of your Final Environmental Impact Report for our review and comment. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please call me at (408) 573-2462 
for any questions. 

Sincerely, 

cc: MA, AP, MLG, WRL, RN, file 

Board of Supervisors: Donalcl F. Gage, Blanca Ai,·araclo. Pete McHug11. Ken Yeager. Liz Kniss 
County Executive: Peter Kutras. Jr. HXJl 
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February 8, 2007 

City of San Jose · 
·Department of Planning and Building 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Attention: Janis Moore 

Subject: City File No. H06-027 I Westfield Valley Fair Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

L£T1E:R q 

TI1e Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)has reviewed the Draft EIR (DEIR) for a 
650,000-square foot expansion of the shopping center at the northeast comer of Stevens Creek 
and Winchester boulevards. We hope to have the following concerns addressed in the 
development: 

Transit Support 

Consideration of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Valley Transportation Plan 2030 (VTP 2030) and the VTA Measure A Revenue and Expenditure 
Plan both include implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Conidor on Steven Creek 
Boulevard as a major initiative with funding from local and federal sources. The developments 
n.ear the intersection of Stevens Creek an.d Winchester boulevards will be a major focal point for 
this Corridor. Absent from this DEIR analysis is a discussion of the proposed Stevens Creek Bus 
R~pid Transit {BRT). It is anticipated that the new service win begin within the next three to 
five years. 

As stated in a letter sent by VT A on June 26, 2006 regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for 
the proposed shopping center expansiou, the BRT line will require dedicated, street-front right­
of-way for stations along both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard between Monroe A venue and 
Winchester Boulevard. In addition, a new bus stop located on Winchester Boulevard 
immediately north of Stevens Creek Boulevard for VTA Rou.te 60 will provide needed "cross 
platform transfer" functionality once the Stevens Creek BR T is in service. The letter requested 
that the environmental analysis assume BRT operations and include these facilities. City staff 
will work with VTA to identify locations for BRT stations. Critical to introducing the BRT 
service in a compressed schedule will be the ability to serve major generators such as the Valley 
Fair Mall in a:n efficient mru.mer through well-designed station facilities near the comer of 
Stevens Creek and Winchester boulevards. The developer should be required to contribute new 
transit station facilities at the selected location in conjunction with implementation ofBRT. 

3331 North First Street· San Joa, CA 95134-1906 • Adrnini~trulion 408.321.5555 • Cuslomer Servi(& 408.321.2300 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections 
Please discuss in the DEIR pedestrian access to the proposed project site from adjacent 
neighborhoods, particularly from the recently approved senior housjng at the BAREC site on 
Winchester Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. VTA recommends that the pedestrian realm 
along Winchester Boulevard between the senior housing and the proposed project site be 
designed to be inviting and safe. As part of the effort to provide an inviting and safe 
environment, please consider amenities such as landscaping, benches, and a varied fa9ade that is 
rich in pedestrian detail as described in sections 2.1 and 4.1 of VT A, s Pedestrian Technical 
Guidelines. For more information or a copy of these guidelines, please contact VTA at (408) 
321-5725. 

The DEIR states that San Jose's General Plan designates Stevens Creek Boulevard as a future 
bicycle facility. VTA considers this conidor important to bicycle travel as well and intends to 
add Stevens Creek Boulevard to its network of cross-county bicycle corridors in the coming 
months. Please provide information regarding the future bicycle improvements that are intended 
for the proposed project site so that they may be considered as part of the work to add Stevens 
Creek Boulevard to the network of cross~county bicycle corridors. 

Transportation Impact Analysis Review 

Proposed Mitigation for Freeway Segments 
Page 44 of the DEIR states that the results of the freeway level of service analysis indicate that 
the proposed project would create a significant impact on freeway segments on two freeways (I~ 
880 and I-280) in the project area. The DEIR also states that the proposed project would 
contribute a fair share contribntion towards identified improv&nents on the southbotmd side of 
the 1=880/Stevens Creek interchange to be negotiated during the funding process for the 
improvements. VTA strongly supports such developer contributions towards improvements 
related to the freeway system adjacent to the development. 

VTA is currently undertaking a study for 1-880. which includes reviewing improvements to the 
Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange at I-880, Monroe Street adjacent to Valley Fair Mall, and 
the Winchester Boulevard interchange at I-280. VTA encourages the developer's input and 
contribution on these improvements via coordination through the City of San Jose. 

Mitigation to CMP Intersection 
Page 46 of the DEIR states that there would be a significant impact on the Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) intersection Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard if 
widening of the intersection to include a second southbound left-tum were found to be infeasible 
by the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. Xfthis mitigation is found to be infeasible, it is 
recommended that the developer provide a fair share contribution toward identified 
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improvements at the adjacent CMP intersection at Stevens Creek Boulevard and San Tomas 
Expressway. An improvement was identified for this intersection as part of the County 
Expressway Study. 

Pass-by Trip Reduction Rates 
A twenty five percent (25%) reduction for pass-by trips was used in this DEIR. Please provide 
back-up documentation on how this percentage was derived. 

Parking 
The DEIR proposes an additional 114 parking spaces beyond the City of San Jose's zoning 
ordinance. The concept of not providing these spaces and using the land area for BRT 
accommodation should be explored working through the City of San Jose and with VT A. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, please call Roy 
Molseed at (408) 321-5784. 

Sincerely, 

Transportation Planning Manager 

CA:RM:kh 

cc: Ebrahim Sohrabi, San Jose Development Services 
Hans Larsen, City of San Jose 
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Fdmtary 2007 

\tr. Akoni Danielson 
Principal Planner 
Dcpartm~;nt of Planning. Building and Code Enforcement 
200 Santa Clara Street 
San Jose, CA 951 1 

Dran ErR Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (H!J6,027/ 
GP06-T-04) 

Dear Mr. Danielson. 

Thi~ 1cuer is to follow up on several recent communicalions bct>v~:cn the cities or Sant<t 
and San Jose regarding Santa Clara's comments on the Valley Fair Expansion 

Environmental Impact Report {DEIR). Whi!e the City of San lms taken the ro.lc of 
Lead Agt.>:ncy in the preparation of the CEQA document, the City Santa Clara is 
~::IIcctively a Co-Lead as it does need to rely upon and also certify either this 
document or a similar in order to issue the discretionary pcnni1s for a Variance 
application and Architectural Approval required within its jurisdiction. In this particular 
case. cntitlcnlcnts and pvnnits required to implement the proJect within our 
jurisdiction arc components or lhe overall projt-'Ct. Insofar as we \vant to utilize the 
same cfiort and document, Santa Clara is very interested in tlmt the certificalion 
of the Final EIR is a thorough cmnprehensive evahmtion ~Jf the issues of com:em. 

At the I ·would like to th£mk you for the thaL you and several City of 
staff members look to meet with our Public Works Din;ctor, Acting Traffic 
our Development Review Manager on Febnmry l to discuss thl' Dorcich Street 
Neighborhood Study and the traffic analysis for the Valley l;air DEIR As \Ve have 
'u"'"'"·""'''-4 the changes to the mall ihat ar~ being proposed by Westfield arc important to 

in a number of wa:-.·s. These important and vital require an 
Ctl\ iron mental documcm analyzes the that ''ill b ... ~ associated \vith ,.,..,.,.,e,no 
11om almost 650.000 square 1\:"t and altering site 'lcccss. The 
ahcnlllons may have impacts to those who the as well as those '''ho 

nr \Vork near sile, and even to those wh(1 merely pass by center at certain 
With thai in m1m.L !he of Santa Clara is prov1ding comments to the DEIR. 

your deadline and nur later commitment last 
comments will result a more evaluatinn for the publk 

m both 



Transportation nnd Traffic Impacts 
lssm• 1: nct~r;hhorhood traffic impaus {rom the arc n01 

in Dl:"lli The Dorcich Nc1ghborhood Study by Hexagon Transportation 
C'on:suhant October 2006 was prepared for this project. No n.:fcrenccs 
have been rnadc iu DEIR tn this report; it is referenced in the TJJ\ information in the 
appendices, bUI the report is nol included there. The study appears Lo that 
the residential neighborhoods to the West of Valley Fair could experience up to 445h., 
percent increase in vehicle trips on Henry Avenue. \Vhile comparing the existing and 
li.1ture traffic on Henry A venue as in Figure 2 and the report, the increase 
in traffic voiumc is from 369 to 1111 increase of daily trips, approximately 

). ln contrast, DEIR com.:ludes that no neighborhood impacts will occur. 

discussion your stafL we understand that Jose maintains that the traffic 
is attributed to lhe neighborhood tmfflt being redirected within 

m:ighborl!ood as result t•f street irnprovcmcnb along Boulevard. 

Response Reqw:·sted.· The DElR should adequately address \vhcther a threshold of traffic 
impact in the neighborhood has been .identified and provide the quantitative 
and/or applicable City of Jose policy that specifically addresses this analysis. 
is nol a threshold or an impact that applicable, this should dearly stated. to 
the traffic pattcms and increased trips on given street \vithin the 

""'1"''·"·"'·•·•V1 ma;r appear to residents as an impact of even if not the result 
mcrcascd trip gcn~.~ratiou !ron; outside neighborhood or even 
any standard tncthodo!ogy. if this not a 
swndard analysis mcthodok"gics, the neighborhood I still perceive 
negative. qualitative impact on the current operation of the streets in the area. The 
should thc-rclbrc explain ho\v the changes of distribution of !rips on streets within the 
Hcnry/Dorcich neighborhood is not consid~::rcd an adverse tmder CEQA, address 
the as significant or not and determine that mitigation measures are or arc not 
required by CEQA. 

•.vas Jom~ to address the peak hour lhe use. 
on a Saturday in ApriL but it not account j()r seasonal traffic 

cnmmnnly to the November/December period. 

Response Requested: Trip season u;casonal variations) should 
be acknm" kJgct.l and quantified in the and ElR. 1\h.'lhodology standards for 
seasonal impacts should discussed. In the event there are nu applicable standards, this 

stated, as it likely wiH be an item of public cont~cm. If there is an appropriate 
this should be undct1aken and consideration be given to bo\v such 

seasonal demands could be accommodated. including the impacts and mitigations of 
variations to the neighborhood streets ff arc no mitigation 

m~asurcs f\)r a seasonal impact. in the 
a! ihl: time ot' 

ofSan1a ( 



Issue J: Pass-by trip reduclinn 25 percent was used in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
(fiA) um.l in the DEIR. 

H5 Requesred· should clearly expbtin. justi and document the 25 

\-\1 

percent trip reduction as recommended in the TrA Guidelines prcpnred hy the Valley 
Transportation Authority (VT/\). 

lftiUties 
Issue 4: nwre to Silicon Vullev f.\'JP; JUri:sdiaion and 

The DEIR only addresses Pacific & Electric as providing pov.·er in the area. For lhe 
JJOrtiotb site in Santa Clara, the City's electric utility. Silkon Valley Pov.-er, will 
the provider. The document states that there is no impact to existing utilities. While 
current power supply appears t.o be adetJUate, new lines and a~sociatcd 

would be SVP to serve a portion of dcvdopment located 
Sanl<l Clam. Modification to cx1sting casements ami recordation of new casements 
he req uircd for the portion of the in Santa C lanL 

Req11estetl: Rev1sc language in DEIR to r..:.·flec! uti 
of Santa 

required and provided 

Issue 5: The DEIR im:orn.·ctly identifies the City San Jose as having $Ole jurisdiction 
over the provision of \Vast~.:water treatment to the site. including conveyance system 
issues. The portion of development located in Santa Clara wiH be served hy Santa 
Clam. The DEIR only id..:.:nti lies San Jose/Sanla Clara \Vnter Pollution Control P!.ant 
(\VPCPJ ~o:apacity. is no reference lo conveyance. Impacts arc identified "! t~ss 
than Signi.fkam." 

Sanl.a Clara Public Department has idcnlilicd areas sc\vcr 
are at rapacity, parts the on Winchester Boulevard, 

There is no environmental asscssmem made the <.:omcyancc capacity s~wer 

Santa Clara· s jurisdiction. Depending upon pmpo~d ::;ewer connections 
the project area by Santu Clara sewer conveyance capacity 

is a factor requiring additional analysis and mitigation. Under this cut·rent status. 
lhe conclusion imJHl<.~ts of the project is tmsubstantiatcd.. 

Potential sewer impacls associated with the proposed proJect must 
and appropriate undcrmkcn. The conclusion of studies 

and must be mcludcd in the DEJR as appropriate. 
lor grmvth inducing 

new sewer in the DFIR. 

lssm, 6: In watt'r supplit::; to 'ierve the project 
a.sst1ssmcnt frorn the City of Santa reach 

the water rcqum:mcnls based on which porw:m 



H'\ 

H'ater Code sections !091 0 to l 09 J 2 n.:quirc that water supplies for f''"'"''""" 
dcn~!opmem he included in cnvironmentt~l J'CY!CW documents. First. section 

stat..:s that ·'pn~iect:::· these n:quir..:mcms indud..: any 
center containing 500J)00 square a dc:vclopmc:nt proposal meets abc definition 

a project, the lead the public water systems that could scrn.: 
any pt?rlion t\f the projccL fkd. the puhlic \Vater systcrn must then anS\VCr 
questions posed in whether the project was included in the most 
n.x:cnt urban water management and other regarding the long-term more 
than 20 years) wtttcr supply to the anticipated growth. 

ln tiH: DFJR, the City 
water system providing \\iller tt1 

that m> \Vater report \Vas 
sitt: within Santa Clara did not meet the statutory threshold. 

the of proje(::t not just \Vha! portions 

tiH:~ pmjcct 
However. the ~tatutorv 

public purveyors. ·rhis conclusion is home out m 
the possibility of multiple wat~r required to 
projects_ Scgrnenting the project to areas \.Vhere than 

is contr.rry to the Jaw. As such, a water assessment needs fmm 
to be included in the DElR 

Include a \\·atcr supply <L<>Sessment 
In the event !here is not be 

alternate sources available and thL' potential 
such sources. 

the City of Santa Clara in 
to discuss. as re4uircd by 

irnpacts associated with using 

Infensibility of' !\·litigation :\lcasures 
/ssw.~ 7: In several instanc .. •s. San Jose 
"""'"'"'';><;; idcnli lh:d mitigation mcasm·cs cannot 

measures infeasible 
San Jose. 

In ! he recent cast. .\IlJPL.c~.!:tmiill!.~..ll!~!L!2!_.ii!~~~l.J.!l!£.H~Q!:llli:!....:21~U2!!.Y£~D: 
39 CaL4th 

plays when imposlng 
jurisdiction occur Key 

• 

• 

the C1lifomia Supreme Court darified the mle 
mem;;m·es wher!:' irnpacts nutside the 
hv the arc: 

agew:y to "n1itigatc or avoid 
ugcm.') 'sown property but onlhe environment" 

mcasurc to be infeasible. because 
h;,; used to provide the required 

own :~bility to make a voluntary"'"""''"'~ 

Jfarina case, 
n?ijuired fbr ,,.,..,.,.,"'" 

that occur out::.ide the lead 

no 
is not 
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Issue IJ: The DEIR identifies certain nnpacts and proposed mitigations. Howen:r, the 
DEIR then attempts to analysis or n1itigations and their feasibility until the 
project ha.'> been approved. 

!""""'.;::OL!.!.~.2~.);.cc;;)ot"''~:t~~-:k: .. ,l·,:Y..~ .• ><~-~-"-"·'' ... "'.! .. ~c.,,•,,_ [)i'O ddCS Ill part: 
declares thm is it the policy state that 

public not approve projects as proposed if there an; 
feasible altemative or feasible mitigalion 1ncasun:.~ available which would 
substantia!ly lessen the cnvironrncntal of such proJeCts, 
... The further llmls and declares that in the t:vent specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infc<lsi.hle such project 
a!!crnl:ltivcs or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be 
approved in spite of one or more signiticant thereof." 

The detem1ination 10 rejccl altcrrunivcs or mitigation measures must be supporh:d by 
rceorded (Pub. C .:;; 21 081 .l in order to me,.-t rcqui r~.'mcr!l, the 
ngt:ncy must the feasibility the pro~)osed alternatives and to tnakc lindings 
regarding ieasibility. Citizens For QuaJitv Gron !11 ~-. ( of t\1mmt Slwsta ( 199¢) ! 98 
CaLApp.Jd 243 Cal.Rptr. 727 

Where the determination infeasibility 1s premised on the cost the 
measure. the question is not whether there is cost or profit, but upon 
\\•hcther the effert of propos<.~d mitigation is such that !he project is rcnden.,'(l 
impracticaL Citi::::ens ol Goleta v. tJoanJ SupE'!Tisors ( 1988) 197 C!l.App.3d 

67. 118L Cal.Rptr. 339.) Jhc that a project costs too nmch to be pro11tahlc or 
cannot at a pmi1t so as m render it in1practical ntll on the \V(:alih of its 
pmpont'11t. No JXOJxment. v,:hcther wealthy or not, is likely to \Vith a project that 
will not economically succ.essfuL But, if the project t'an be economically :.""'"""''"' 
with mitigat1on, then CEQA that mitigation, regardless of proponent's 
financial status. ( 

Findings must provided for any responses tlmt arc deemed 
"inleasibk'' at the time the DEIR is r~rcparcd Determinatkm the fl:asib!l ity 
mitigation m~:asures cannot he under CEQA. Amend responses as necessary to 
comply with CEQA. 

Construction Impacts 
lsiUit! 9: analysis only describes pos1 construction circulation and onsi.lc 

no description parkin::_~ impacts. \HH>ite 
parking, or on the existing shoppin~ center 

construct !Oil, 

!I is anticipnted that access necessary to aHow vchi<:h.·s. 
materials huller zones rmd construction fields, wiH have an impiu:t (m 
sunounding roadways, nnsitc parking and neighborhood 



Hl2.. 

during construction phases, particularly 
takes place. 

the Santa 

t{e.sm·m:•c Requnwd: I he DE IR should incluJc discussion of 
to the existing shopping center surrounding roadways. 

circula!ion impacts 

I 
Attached lind a summary of to revisions basetl on Lhc content this 
letter. 'fhank you for ullov,·ing us this opportunity to review the DEIR. If you should 
have any· questions. tccl fn.:~e to contact me, or Gloria Sciara, at (408) 615-2450. 

Director Planning Inspection 
City or Santa Clara 

cc r-.·tanager 
Director Public \Vorks 
Interim of Development 

City AUomey. S. Cochran 

Attachments 

nf Comnwnu \Vc~l!kkl DEJR (6) 



Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project 
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments 
Project File# H06-027/GP06-T-04 

I. Section 3.1.3.9 Level of Service Policies 
Cl, This Section number should be corrected. It comes after Section 3.1.3.4 but before 

Section 3.1.3.5. 

b. (Page 18) Policy #6: What is the definition of Level of Service "D" for sanitary sewer 
conveyance capacity? 

C.. The City of Santa Clara sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is not specified in the 
report. Need to add. 

d., Consistency: Same mitigation as for the City of San Jose, if the City of Santa Clara 
sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria is exceeded. 

'2. Section 4.8.3.3 Long-Term Water Quality Impacts 
(Page 82) Table 4.8-1: The column heading of"Existing SF" should read "Project SF" 
and the column heading of"Project SF" should read "Existing SF". 

3. Section 4.1.2.3 Impacts from the Project 
(Page 28) References the traffic impacts (increases in traffic may affect nearby 
commercial and residential, yet concludes that the project impact is "Less than 
Significant". See comments regarding Hexagon's Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study in 
our letter under "Transportation and Traffic Impacts" and amend report. 

'-;. Section 4.1.2.5 Short-term construction and Demolition Impacts 
(Page 28) does not include discussion on temporary loss of parking and restricted site 
access. Please refer to comments in our letter under "Construction Impacts" and amend 
report to include these temporary impacts and measures to offset site and parking 
impacts. 

5. Section 4.2.1.5 Existing Traffic Operations 
(Page 37) Include discussion regarding existing and future traffic numbers as discussed in 
the Dorcich Street Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under "Transportation 
and Traffic Impacts". 

It:,. Section 4.2.2 Background Conditions 
(Page 3 7) Include discussion regarding existing Dorcich Street neighborhood traffic 
counts. 

1. Section 4.2.3.1 Thresholds for Significance (Transportation and Traffic Impacts) 
(Page 38) Include criteria regarding thresholds for neighborhood traffic that would apply 
to Dorcich Street neighborhood traffic increases 

1:\PLAN:-IING\2007\Project Files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd. Valley fair\E!R Comments.City of Santa Clara.section 
summary .. doc 
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Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project 
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments 
Page 2 of4 

Section 4.2.3.10 Site Access and On-site Impacts 
(Page 45) 3rd Paragraph references the relocated Dorcich Street Intersection and post­
project level of service (LOS B), and references that this improvement is under Santa 
Clara's authority. Please see Issue 8 of our letter and amend text so that the analysis of 
mitigation measures is addressed in current document rather than deferred as currently 
noted. 

Section 4.2.4 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Transportation and Traffic Impacts 

Section 4.2.4.1 Mitigation for Significant Impact at Steven's Creek Boulevard/Winchester 
Boulevard Intersection 

(Page 46) Impacts are identified as "Less than Significant Impact if Mitigation is 
Determined to be Feasible and made a Condition of Project Approval" "Significant 
Unavoidable impact if Mitigation is Determined to be Infeasible". Please see 
"Infeasibility of Mitigation Measure" section of our letter and amend the DEIR to include 
the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility. 

Section 4.2.5 Conclusion regarding Transportation and Traffic Impacts 
a... (Page 47) Paragraph 1 concludes that the project "would not result in significant traffic 

impacts ... during weekday peak hours." It further states, "No mitigation measures are 
required or proposed" This statement needs to be clarified. The project does have 
significant traffic impacts and mitigation measures are proposed but not referenced here. 

b. 

c.. 

d. 

(Page 47) Paragraph 2 Defers determination of feasibility for the traffic mitigation 
measures that would be constructed under the City of Santa Clara's approval and 
jurisdiction. Please see "Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures" section of our letter and 
amend text to include the current legal standard required for determinations of 
infeasibility. 

(Page 47) Paragraph 3 identifies improvements to the I 280/I 880 interchange, as 
"Significant Unavoidable Impact" with no feasible mitigation measures available. Please 
see "Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures" section of our letter and amend text to include 
the current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility. 

(Page 47) This section should also reference conclusion of Hexagon's Dorcich Street 
Neighborhood Study as referenced in our letter under "Transportation and Traffic 
Impacts" with appropriate rationale and conclusions based on San Jose's thresholds for 
significance. 

l:\PLANNING\2007\Project files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd. Valley Fair\EIR Comments. City of Santa Clara.section 
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Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project 
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments 
Page 3 of4 

1 I. Section 4.11.1.2 Storm Drainage Systems 
(Page 95) Add the following: 
"New storm drain lines will be constructed and existing lines will be upgraded, as 
necessary, to comply with City of San Jose and City of Santa Clara storm drain 
conveyance capacity criteria." 

12. Section 4.11.1.3 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment 
(Page 96) In the first sentence of the last paragraph, include the City of Santa Clara as an 
additional agency that owns and maintains sanitary sewer lines serving part of the site. 
Also include in said paragraph, the City of Santa Clara's sanitary sewer conveyance 
capacity criteria. 

1"3. Section 4.11.1.5 Electric, Natural Gas, and Telephone Services 

}4. 

15. 

(Page 96) State that Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric Department) as a 
public electric utility, provides electricity to part of the site. 

Section 4.11.2. Utilities and Service Impacts (page 97) 

Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance (Utility and Service Impacts) 
(Page 97) Include thresholds, which states that, the upgrading or existing sewer lines 
should current conditions exceed capacity of the existing sanitary sewer lines located in 
and served by the City of Santa Clara. Add language stating that the project is to comply 
with the City of Santa Clara Sanitary sewer conveyance capacity criteria. 

Section 4.11.2.4 Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Impacts 
(Page 98) How was the determination made that the expansion would not exceed the 
capacity of the existing sanitary sewer lines in the City of Santa Clara? Add language 
stating that the project is to comply with the City of Santa Clara Sanitary sewer 
conveyance capacity criteria. 

flo. Section 4.11.2.6 Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telephone Service Impacts. 
(Page 99) Need to include Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa Clara Electric 
Department) as a public electric utility, serving part of the site. 

\1. Section 4.11.3 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures for Impacts to Utilities and Service Systems 
(Page 99) Need to determine if the City of Santa Clara storm drain and sanitary sewer 
systems are not significantly impacted before making the statement that there are no 
significant impacts. 

l:\I'LANNING\2007\Project Files Active\I'LN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd. Valley Fair\EIR Comments. City of Santa Clara.section 
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Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project 
City of Santa Clara EIR Comments 
Page 4 of4 

lC::S. Section 4.11.4 Conclusion Regarding Utilities and Service System Impacts 
(Page 99) For the second and third paragraphs, see comment made under Section 4.11.3 
above. In the fifth paragraph, include input from Silicon Valley Power (City of Santa 
Clara Electric Department). Also see comment under Section 4.11.1.5. 

lC\. Section 4.11.2.1 Thresholds for Significance 
(Page 97) Include thresholds applicable for the City of Santa Clara as described in our 
comment letter under Issue 3 of the Utilities discussion. 

2D. Section 4.11.2.2 Water Supply Impacts 
(Page 97) Please see Issue 3 under the Utilities section of our letter and amend discussion 
in the DEIR to reflect the required water supply analysis. 

'2.1. Section 4.11.4 Conclusions regarding Utilities and Service Systems.Impacts 
(Page 99) Revise impacts assumptions upon completion of necessary studies and statutes 
as discussed under the section of our letter titled "Utilities." 

7.3 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts (Page 120) 

22. Section 7.3.2 Cumulative Transportation Impacts 
(Page 121) This section should include discussion regarding effects of the proposed and 
future projects in on the Dorcich Street Neighborhood. 

'Z-'3. Section 7.3.2 Mitigation Measures for Cumulative Transportation Impacts 
(Page 125) Amend each sections' Determination of Significance statements to reflect our 
discussion under "Infeasibility of Mitigation Measures" of our letter to comply with 
current legal standard required for determinations of infeasibility. 

2.11. Section 8.2 Growth Inducing Impacts 
(Page 129) Reconsider conclusion in light of the potential sewer conveyance capacity 
issue for parts of the project, which are located in and served by the City of Santa Clara 
that has not been studied to date. 

1:\PLANNING\2007\Project Files Active\PLN2006-05962 2855 Stevens Creek Blvd. Valley Fair\EIR Comments. City of Santa Clara.section 
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Re: Draft EIR for Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project, 
GP06-TH06-027; SCH No. 2006052162 

:t:l 

Our File No.: 09244-047 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

On behalf of Federal Realty Investment Trust, we submit the following comment on the 
above-referenced Draft EIR. 

The recent rezoning of Santana Row is properly listed as a cumulative project in Table 
7.o.:t on page 120. However, the project description is not completely accurate. A more 
accurate project description would be as follows: 

\LAC\716769.1 
020507 ~9244047 

The Planned Development Rezoning: 1) allows up to 400 
additional multi-family attached residences (1,601 total units if a 
second hotel is not built) or up to 210 additional dwelling units 
(1,411 total units ifthe second 190 room hotel is built); 2) allows 
an additional15,000 square feet ofretaiVcommercial space for a 
total of 695,000 square feet; 3) allows up to 20,000 square feet of 
currently permitted general retail/commercial space to be replaced 



Janis Moore 
February 5, 2007 

\ 
with 20,000 square feet of restaurant space for a total of 115,200 
square feet of restaurant/night club uses. 

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review the Draft EIR. 

LAC:cem 

cc: Randy Everman 
Dawn Becker 

\LAC\716769.1 
020507 ..()924404 7 

Very truly yours, 

BERLINER COHEN 

. tJ , o c&· /JI} 
. ' ~,...._ ~-~ -· \../ - ; ......__. 

LINDA A. CALLON 
E-Mail: linda.callon@berliner.com 
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Richard E. Allen 
2383 W. Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95129 
(408} 921-2647 

Janis Moore 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Dear Janis, 

www.coryneighborhood.org 

San Jose, California 

February 12, 2007 

The Cory Neighborhood Association (CNA) has prepared this response in regard to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 
Project H06-027/GP06·T-04. The Cory Neighborhood Association represents 
approximately 1400 households in San Jose, bordered on the west by Winchester Blvd .. 
on the north by Newhall St., on the east by Bascom Ave. and Interstate 880, and on the 
south by Forest Ave. For a detailed map of our neighborhood please visit 
http://wvvw.coryneighborhood.org/map.htro! 

Background 
For the past 5 years our Neighborhood Association has been aggressively seeking traffic 
calming measures and better traffic management of the increasing number of vehicles in 
our area. Our neighborhood is constantly inundated with cut-through traffic, speeding on 
major thoroughfares and increased traffic congestion at almost every major intersection 
around and in our neighborhood. Our attempts to address these issues with traffic 
calming and other departments within the City of San Jose have not yielded lasting 
results. 

Assessment 
Our Association adamantly opposes any further deterioration of intersections around and 
in our neighborhood without the appropriate measures by the City of San Jose to protect 
resident safety, acceptable level of service (LOS) at intersections and manageable traffic 
levels. The cumulative effect of planned developments around our neighborhood 
{Santana Row expansion, BAREC development, proposed Valley Fair Expansion) will 
further deteriorate the LOS at intersections that are already operating at or near capacity, 
further burden a failing freeway interchange at interstate 280/880, and most likely 
increase the volume of traffic in our neighborhood. 

1 of 2 



www. coryneighborhood.org 

San Jose, Califomia 

As advocates for our community, we have consistently strived to maintain a positive 
dialogue with Westfield's Valley Fair over the past 3 years. Rather than fuel an 
opposition effort against their proposal, we are trying to partner with them to find mutual 
interests that benefit both our groups. In the long term, this will not be possible without 
the support and investment in infrastructure by the City of San Jose. We fully understand 
the importance of further development of retail commerce within the City of San Jose. 
However it is specifically disadvantageous to our neighborhood to force our residents to 
completely absorb the impact in exchange for increased sales tax revenue that will 
benefit the entire City of San Jose. Our residents will have to deal with the aftermath of 
the proposed developments years after they are finished. 

To clarify, we are not explicitly opposed to any new development or expansion for the 
sake of progress, however we ask that the City of San Jose get serious about making 
long-overdue improvements to our neighborhood and find ways to manage the traffic 
congestion, support reasonable LOS at intersections, and protect the integrity of our 
neighborhood community. We would like to see our neighborhood prosper alongside the 
development, but we really need the full support of the City of San Jose to make that a 
reality. 

The Cory Neighborhood Association would like to be involved as much as possible in 
ongoing discussions, comments, and reviews regarding this project Please keep us 
informed so that we can represent our neighbors and ensure that this project benefits the 
City of San Jose and all Cory residents. 

Sincerely, 
Richard E Allen 

President- Cory Neighborhood Association 
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LETIERK 
Moore, Janis 

From: 
Sent: 

Cameron M. Colson [cameroncolson@californiacompliant.com] 
Wednesday, January 03, 2007 8:45AM 

To: Moore, Janis 
Subject: Westfield EIR Comment INPUT 

Good morning JANIS. 

THANKS FOR THE PING BACK 
I HAVE A ? 
DOES EMAIL FORMAT WORK FOR COMMENT SUBMISSION? 
If yes, please distribute as appropriate. 

v\1 Is the current STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN for The Westfield SITE 
~ a.) current, b.) effective and appropriate, c.) Monitored. 

I would like to input comment: "Tennant Improvement Projects" result in many common and 
avoidable Storm Water violations. 
RECOMMENED ACTION Unannounced video monitor condition of drainage of site, currently. 
Baseline compliance verification is recommended prior to any council action in this 
matter. Video monitor from the ground all storm drain inlets, giving perspective to the 
drainage areas into the inlet itself. 
Observe inside drain to see the condition of each inlet. Check all loading docks for storm 
drains. Inspect garbage/refuse areas. Identify surface tracking of residue or other grease 
from food services. Submit tape to the record in this matter to the city council for their 
edification. 

I believe that there exists reasonable solutions ..... economical, effective, and 
ecologically responsible. 

~~ PS there is/was a mobile vehicle detail company operating on this site. 
• -~ Cameron Colson 

408-205 5757 

> From: "Moore, Janis" cJanis.Moore®sanjoseca.gov> 
> Date: Wed, 3 Jan 2007 07:57:11 -0800 
>To: "'Cameron M. Colson'" ccameroncolson®californiacompliant.com> 
> Subject: RE: Westfield EIR 
> 
> Yes, I am the Environmental Manager for that EIR; and Erin Morris is 
> the Project Manager for the actual Project Site Development Permit. 
> 
> Janis Moore, Planner II 
> Environmental Review Section 
> City of San Jose 
> Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 200 E. Santa 
> Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor San Jose, CA 95113 
> T: (408) 535 7815 
> F: (408) 292-6055 

> -Original Message-
> From: Cameron M. Colson [mailto:cameroncolson@californiacompliant.com] 
> Sent: Saturday, December 30, 2006 7:07 PM 
> To: janism®sanjoseca.gov 
> Subject: Westfield EIR 
> 
> Are you the point person at the city for the Westfield EIR? 
> 
> Cameron Colson 
> 408-205-5757 
> 
> ( 
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January 8, 2007 

KATHRYN MATHEWSON 
DISTINCTIVE GARDENS 

1698 HANCHETT AVE • SAN JOSE • CA 95128 
408 • 292 • 9595 Fax: 408 • 292 • 9166 

kmathewson@secretgardens.com 
www.secretgardens.com 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street. Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
T: (408) 535-7815 
F: {408} 292-6055 

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Westfield Valley Fair 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

I attended the hearings at Valley Fair on the expansion and signed my name to receive further 
information. I am amazed that you have left out the concerned citizens in informing them about 
the Westfield Valley Fair Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). I have received nothing 
from you and only by chance received information from a Save BAREC member a few days ago. 
Thank you for extending the comment period so my voice could be heard. However, I am afraid 
that many other voices will not be heard because they are unaware of this DEIR. 

I live within a mile of Valley Fair and lived here when it was first built. My family and neighbors 
visited Valley Fair regularly until the last time it was enlarged and expanded. This expansion 
made it feel like a walled complex that isolated it from the community. Therefore, it has become a 
very unfriendly place to visit. Now we never visit it. It is not a place for the local neighborhoods 
but instead a place for commuters. The new proposals are making this problem even greater. 
Following are the problems with the expansion as I see it from a professional landscape 
architecture perspective: 

1. ·rhe traffic problems at #280 and #880 must be solved before any expansion takes 
place near this intersection. There should be no more development until the traffic 
problem has completely disappeared. As indicated on the front page of the San Jose 
Mercury News (http://www.mercurynews.com/mld/mercurvnews/16213031.htm}, the top 
three worst intersections in the Bay Area are at this intersection. I will be sending you a 
picture of the traffic here at Christmas taken from the air. The State made more money 
from the sale of the Agnew property than all other land sales in its history and this money 
should be returned to our community. This is how you could get the money to fix this 
problem. See the attachment on ''The Dirty Dozen", Mr. Roadshow's worst inte~sections. 
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2. Regional traffic and traffic to Valley Fair is going through the neighborhoods to 

avoid #280 and #880. This is creating a very adversarial relationship between Valley 
Fair and the neighborhoods around it. The City of San Jose should care more about its 
citizens and creating quality of life for them than continuing to build a complex that 
creates problems for the community and is isolated from the community. 

3. Placing a many stories high parking garage directly up from the sidewalk along 
Stevens Creek will create a walled complex and is the best indicator of how the 
pedestrian is not being considered in this new expansion. This is reinforcing the 
current unfriendly pedestrian problem and making it even worse. The view along 
Stevens Creek of this parking garage is ugly and a very inhuman scale and will surely 
keep pedestrians off the sidewalks. In fact, the elevations of the entire project from the 
streets are ugly and should be addressed from a pedestrian perspective. San Jose is 
spending a huge amount of money to get people to take public transportation and to 
walk. Approving these kinds of details is going in the opposite direction. 

4. The walking experience between existing adjacent land usages into Valley 
Fair should be considered. For example, the regional bus stop should have 
pleasant walks to the complex. Currently people must walk through dangerous 
parking lots to get inside. Also, there are many seniors living in senior complexes 
in the neighborhood and the traffic is too dangerous and fast for them to cross the 
streets to get into the complex. Possibly there should be walkways over 
Winchester Blvd. and Stevens Creek that arrive inside buildings. Pleasant 
walking connections to Santa Row, the Winchester Mystery House (registered as 
a national historical building), and the BAREC agricultural land (note that 
BAREC is currently on the San Jose Parks Department map as a possible park and 
will soon be registered as a historical landmark because ofhis historical 
contribution to our community since the 1880s) must be considered in the Valley 
Fair expansion plans. Even walking from a current parking space through the 
complex is not pleasant, dark, and unsafe. It is important that all plans link these 
important places to Valley Fair. This is an opportunity for San Jose to create a 
wonderful and diverse experience for its visitors. 

5. Read "Urban Sprawl and Public Health" by Howard Frumkin, Lawrence 
Frank, and Richard Jackson. The classic mistakes cities are making regarding 
transportation and public health problems are continuing with the direction this 
DEIR is talking for our land use. Only when the problems are corrected should 
there be an expansion ofValley Fair and Santana Row. 

Thank you reading my thoughts and, hopefully, addressing them for a better San Jose. 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn Mathewson 
Owner, Secret Gardens 
President, Save BAREC 
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Moore, Janis 

From: Margo Wixsom [wixword@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: Saturday, January 27(, 2007 12:33 AM 

To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov; kirk@savebarec.org 

Subject: Valley Fair Expansion Plan 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

I am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan of valley Fair MaiL As a resident of Santa Clara 
who lives within a mile of the mall I have several essential issues that I would like the expansion plan to address and incorporate if 
it is to move forward. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair Mall has put extreme pressure on the traffic and 
land resources in that section of Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 280 leading to the mall are a major hazard area 
due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds of cars at all times of the day. All of that traffic is heading to the 
megacomplex of combined malls at Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address major changes to the 
traffic flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved. Any commercial expansion in this currently congested area aggravates 
an already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative funding with state and federal planners to expand and fix the 
current exit on 280 that drastically conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive amount of mall traffic blocking 
that interchange. 

My second major concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this area MUST be balanced with the development of 
green spaces for the environmental health of your community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site would provide 
an excellent balance to this extreme commercial development. I am requesting that the plan for expansion include incorporating 
the development of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only municipality that opposes the use of this land 
for green space is the Santa Clara City CounciL Theire rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space 
development. The San Jose City Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing funding to develop the BAREC land as a green 
space. I would strongly urge that one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San Jose, state and county 
municipalities to join together to fund the development of BAREC as a green space to balance the concentration of commercial 
development in this area. As an area resident I know how important it is to provide balanced areas of green space amid the 
commercial development. 

Thanks you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Margo Wixsom 
623 Viader Court 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

1129/2007 
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-----Original Message 
From: Andres Cathalifaud [mailto:cathalifaud®sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 2:26PM 
To: Janis.Moore®sanjoseca.gov 
Cc: Kirk Vartan 
Subject: The absurdity of Valley Fair expansion 
Importance: High 

Dear Ms. Moore 

Valley Fair expansion? 

Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many just like the $ound 
of those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And 
what "expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC 
as an open community space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true 

and a fair. 

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy? 

For year I have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings 
that populate our old orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old 
powerful companies continue to erect new structures, seemingly oblivious to 
the reality that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after the 
dot.com bust. None of these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find 
value in the perfectly constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land. 

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, 
Sunnyvale, the county, the state, do not regulate this wild out-of control 
activity? 

What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places 
like BAREC? What is next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not 
a big, long mall there? Perhaps we just don't have enough $200 sweaters to 
clothe our population ... 

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community 
space, free of sales signs and artificial fashionable perfumes. 

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor 
to the most awesome promise of riches. 

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from 
and where we'll end up. Who wants to lie down under smel shops and numb 
shoppers hunting for the latest toy to them unconscious? Don't we all 
dream of the eternal under trees and flowers? 

Well? 

Let the garden be! 

Sincerely, 

Andres F. Cathalifaud 
San Jose, CA 
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From: Joe Chang [mailto:jc32665@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 3:42 PM 
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: Valley Fair Expansion 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

LETT~ 0 

I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed expansion of Westfirld's 
Valley Fair Mall. I am a homeowner living in the subdivision bounded by Moorpark, 
Stevens Creek, Basom and Hwy 880117. As you can see I am VERY close geographicaly 
to the Westfield/Valley Fair site. 

My first concern is congestion, traffic, and parking. I am concerned that there will be 
inadequate upgrades to the roads, crosswalks, traffic signals. I am well aware that there 
was an independant study/survey to the area before Santana Row received it's approval, 
however I do not feel that the upgrades were adequate to accomodate the extra traffic 
generated. Traffic headed to area is regularly backed up maybe up to 1/4 mile onto the 
northbound 280 freeway. Drivers NB on 280 regularly ignore waiting in line and skip to 
the front of the line, only to brake heavily at last possible moment to merge into the exit 
lane for NB 880/Stevens Creek/San Carlos. The same situation repeats itself approaching 
the area from EVERY direction on every freeway and surface street. 

My second, and perhaps greatest concern is walking to and from Valley Fair/Santana 
Row. I and my neighbors regularly frequent Santana Row, and Valley Fair. We love it!! 
However, the walk is treacherous. Specificaly, where Stevens Creek overpasses 880/17. 
This stretch is VERY dangerous. The ON and OFF ramps are EXTREMELY hazerdous 
for pedestrians. Drivers subconsiously "forget" to look for pedestrians and are 
automaticaly in the mindset to check over their shoulder (away from oncoming 
pedestrians) to merge in w/ traffic onto Stevens Creek/San Carlos. 

These concerns are not only frustrating, more so they are DANGEROUS. 

My question is this: What do you and your office suggest be done in order to address the 
two concerns listed above? 

Sincerly, 
Joseph Chang 
415 Patch Ave 
San Jose, CA. 95128 



P\ 

From: threefifth@aol.com [mailto:threefifth@aol.com] 
Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 6:26 PM 
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: BAREC 

Please consider the BAREC property as a possibility for open space. The coming 
expansion of both Valley Fair and Santana Row could be slightly mitigated by this open 
space. Thank you. 
Jeff Land 
threefifth@aol.com 
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From: Angela D'Orfani [mailto:adorfani@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Sunday, February 11, 2007 4:16PM 
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: Valley Fair Expansion 

LE.~Q 

Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be severely 
impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair, it is my understanding that this is a "protected" 
intersection meaning no further remediation will be done to improve the flow of traffic through this 
intersection regardless of how bad it gets or what other development projects adversely effect the 
situation. When it goes to a grade "F" that's the way it is the city is not responsible. I don't 
understand how this can be a protected intersection when there is still a remediation project that 
can be done to improve the traffic flow. Unlike the other three corners at this intersection the 

I 
northwest corner of the intersection has no right turn only lane. The addition of such a lane would 
improve the flow of traffic on southbound Winchester Blvd to westbound Stevens Creek Blvd. 
Why was this lane not added before designating the intersection as protected? 

Sincerely 
Angela D'Orfani 



From: Barbara Ferrell [mailto:barbara-ferrell@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Sunday1 February 111 2007 4:47 PM 
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: Westfield Expansion 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

LETa~ R 

I am writing regarding the proposed expansion of Valley Fair shopping center. I think it 
is important to keep in mind the other proposed development in the area i.e. BAREC and 
Santa Row's expansion. Traffic of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek is 
already so congested, cutting through the Cory neighborhood is an attractive alternative. 
If the expansion is approved - and I hope it is not, I think Westfield should pick up the tab 
for the necessary traffic improvements in the surrounding areas. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara G. Ferrell, RN, BSN, PHN 
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-Original Message 
From: alex_morgan@wvmccd.cc.ca.us [mailto:alex morgan®wvmccd.cc.ca.us] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 10:18 AM 
To: Janis.Moore®sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: Shopping center expansions 

These complexes create such traffic and people congestion that they 
discourage people like me from shopping at these places. They create large 
concentrations of pollution due to traffic congestion and waste lots of 
personal time navigating them. I and others like myself prefer smaller 
centers near by where we can quickly walk or take a short drive get what 
is needed and get back to things I need to do! 

Regards 
Alex Morgan 
Lab Faculty 
West Valley College 
14000 Fruitvale Ave 
Saratoga CA 95070 
408 741 2686 
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From: linda perrine [mailto:strangefirewillow@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 12:23 PM 
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: Valley Fair EIR Comments 

Dear San Jose City Government, 

With the planned expansion and further enrcoachment of the Valley 
Fair/Westfield Mall it is IMPERATIVE that the City of San Jose do 
EVERYTHING within it's power to see to it the the BAREC site located near the 
shopping center is purchased by the city and declared OPEN SPACE. Our new 
mayor, Mr. Reed, MUST have enough foresight and intelligence to realize that 
any other use of the BAREC space would be an absolute tradgedy. The 
SummerHill Homes profit machine, which manufactures and delivers fabricated, 
misleading, and felonious information to the general public about the BAREC 
project needs to be held accountable for its actions. The City of San Jose, the 
City of Santa Clara and the County of Santa Clara, owe it to future generations to 
preserve what LITTLE open space remains in District 6 of San Jose and District 4 
of the County. 

The BAREC property should become an educational urban farm 
providing education to the San Jose and Campbell School Districts. 
Additionally, it would provide local food production, in the form of an 
organic vegetable & fruit farm, to the local residents of this dense 
urban area. It would also serve to provide community events 
(Harvest Festivals), workshops to the public on gardening, and 
provide a beautiful public open space and farm for people to enjoy 7 
days a week during daylight hours. This same idea has been 
welcomed with open arms by Santa Clara Unified School District on 11 

acres of their Peterson Middle School open space. 

With the history of this valley having contributed so extensively to 
California's agricultural heritage, it is shameful that none of the City 
governements in Silicon Valley will recognize the historical 
importance of protecting one of the last agricultural parcels in this 
valley and educating its future generations on the importance of 
agriculture in their lives! 

Respectfully, 

Linda Perrine 
Farmer, Full Circle Farm, Sunnyvale 
Environmental Educator, Walden West Outdoor School 
2345 Lindaire Ave 
San Jose, CA 95128 



From: samccray@aol.com [mailto:samccray@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 3:53PM 
To: Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: Valley Fair Expansion 

LET1E.~ U 

I oppose the expansion of the shopping center because the traffic in the area cannot 
support this type of development. Further, the University of Washington recently 
completed a study confirming that long term exposure to fine particles, such as emitted 

U \ from vehicle exhaust, will cause serious health issues, especially women. 

More women in the neighborhood will be exposed and die because of the anticipated 
congestion. 

Sharon McCray 
3767 Xavier Court, Campbell, CA 95008 
Daytime telephone: 408-264-9654 
FAX: 408-264-3014 
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February 12, 2007 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

As your email states, today (Monday, February 12, 2007) is the final day for 
public comment on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-
027/GP 06-T-04). I have included a number of attachments for you to include in 
your report and will look forward to your office's response to them. I would 
greatly appreciate it if you could be as detailed as possible in your responses. 

I have also included copies of documents and notes regarding the BAREC 
property. Please include them in the public record. It is critical that San Jose get 
involved in saving this property from development. On page 127/128, the Draft 
EIR states that "Trees would also be Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 128 
Draft EIR City of San Jose December 2006 removed as part of the BAREC 
project; however, it is believed that no trees would be removed as part of the 
Santana Row project." Please define what trees you are referring to and why 
they would be removed on the BAREC property. The BAREC site is across from 
Valley Fair and I do not understand why any resources would be affected by a 
Valley Fair development. 

I did not see any description of how the Dorcich intersection light moving would 
be addressed. How will is affect traffic for the neighbor in Santa Clara? Will now 
infrastructure be needed? Will this be signalized? What about right turn only? I 
do not see any diagrams or pictures of what would happen once the supermarket 
and drug store move. How will that line up with the current light? How will 
Dorcich residents make a left onto Winchester? What happens when the traffic 
builds up? 

What date was the City of San Jose informed about this project (i.e., when did 
you first know that it may or may not occur)? Was the City of Santa Clara a part 
of this discussion? When were the local government agencies informed of this 
proposal, even in an informal setting? Who was told? 

II have provided additional questions and comments in the sections below. 
Please provide as much detail as possible. 
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The intersection at Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. 
Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be 
severely impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair. The intersection is 
designated as "protected" meaning no further remediation can be done to the 
intersection and the Level Of Service (LOS) can fall from "D" to "F" with a 
development and only a financial penalty will occur. There are three problems 
with this in regards to this particular intersection: 

1. The intersection is not fully built out. It currently has three areas for right 
turns (Steven Creek headed East, Stevens Creek headed West, and 
Winchester headed North). There is NO right lane on Winchester heading 
South. This is a development that would help the intersection and traffic 
flow. Why is this intersection considered "protected?" The basic 
requirements have not been met. 

2. Once a development like the one Valley Fair is proposing is completed, 
the intersection will get more impacted. I do not think anyone will argue 
this point. Even the slanted analysis in the Draft EIR of this intersection 
shows the intersection falling to "F." There is a clause in the definition for 
this "protected" status that states that the designation of "protected" 
ceases should a development affect more than one traffic light. The Draft 
EIR states that there is a desire to remove the light on Dorcich and 
Winchester. This is a simply ploy to get around the issue of impacting 
more than one light. Further, if that light is not removed, the impact will 
easily migrate to the TWO lights on Winchester and Forrest Avenue, just a 
few hundred yards from the Dorcich light. That is THREE lights that will 
be affected by the increased traffic from a development. 

3. Should the City of Santa Clara proceed with their development of the 
BAREC property, additional residential traffic would be generated and 
even more impact to the intersection would occur. 

Please address each item above and give a more detailed analysis of how traffic 
would flow if lights were NOT removed and how that affects the "protected" 
status of the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. Further, ifthe 
City of Santa Clara builds 165 units of senior housing on the property (high 
density), the speed limit will need to be reduced to 25 mph as it is in front of 
Valley Village just% mile north of the Forrest intersection. How have your traffic 
calculations taken this scenario into consideration? 

I would also like to formally challenge the intersection at Winchester and Stevens 
Creek for "protected" status. Please forward this to the appropriate people and 
give the reasons I listed above. I would like to meet with or discuss with the 
appropriate people. 

Parking and traffic during busy times 
As you will see in the attached photograph (I will send in a separate email since 
this email is large and so are the pictures), cars going to the mall impact the 
neighborhood. These pictures were taken on December 23, 2006 and shows the 
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many areas where cars will just park. They park in the neighborhood, along 
Winchester (outside of BAREC), along Dorcich, along Forrest, and just about 
everywhere they can. This will only get worse. Only people coming from the 
highway will be able to easily get to the new parking structures, so the 
neighborhood impacts will continue. 

Also, look at the traffic backup on 880 South, 17 North, and San Carlos. This will 
continue until the highway system is fixed. The development should not be 
allowed to proceed until the traffic issues are worked out and the highway 
situation is resolved. If this is not a requirement, you must detail to me how the 
air pollution will be addressed as well as the safety concerns and neighborhood 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods will be addressed. 

Walking ramp over Stevens Creek Blvd. 
I think it is critical to remove as many people from crossing Stevens Creek as 
possible. It is already a problem since all traffic needs to stop fro over a minute 
to let pedestrians cross Stevens Creek to get to Valley Fair or to Santana Row. If 
a walking bridge is installed, pedestrians can easily and safely cross Stevens 
Creek without creating a problem for traffic. There are many ways to implement 
this. You could have a ramp style that is at grade with the street and arches up. 
Or, a better solution would be to make it a flat walking bridge, anchoring into part 
of Macy's or The Cheese Cake Factory (with elevator access for ADA needs and 
a staircase) and go directly over to Crate and Barrel. If private land is an issue, I 
am sure a creative way for a portion of the footprint for the bridge could be made 
to encourage the private owners to do this. On the south side, there is an 
existing open space that could be the touch down point if Crate and Barrel is an 
issue. Again, this is an area for Santa Clara and San Jose to work together to 
create a more pleasant environment for everyone. Look at the bigger picture 
with Santana Row's growth that is occurring at the same time. DO NOT look at 
the Valley Fair Expansion in a bubble. Look at how it impacts the surrounding 
areas and resources and figure out a way to leverage the significant 
development that is going to take place. Valley Fair will grow 35%. That is a lot 
of money for everyone and some of that needs to go back into the community to 
make it more livable for everyone. Long term planning (like keeping pedestrians 
safe, allowing bikes to cross safely, allowing wheelchairs to cross safely, allowing 
seniors to cross safely, etc.) needs to be a key element in the approval of any 
plans. The money exists now and will fund this type of asset to the community. 
It makes sense as is in line with commercial planning. 

Further, please give a detailed air quality study of what the impact is when 1 OOs 
of vehicles every light sit and wait for pedestrians to cross the street. What is the 
impact to the air quality and the atmosphere? What is the impact to wasted 
resources (e.g., fuel)? How much would be saved by installing a walking bridge 
in terms of safety and insurance premiums? Have there been any accidents at 
the Santana Row street intersection? Has anyone been hurt crossing the street? 
One of the elements Valley Fair is adding is MORE walking access to Santana 
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Row. This will just make the traffic issue worse since the light will have to be 
longer. Please give exact measurement on the width of the street and how long 
you are allowing people to cross the street at this particular location. I am not 
referring to Stevens Creek and Winchester; I am referring to Santana Row 
{Cheesecake Factory/Macys to Crate and Barrel). What is the impact to the 
people waiting at the crosswalk with all the cars going by and how much exhaust 
and air pollution are they inhaling while waiting to cross the street? 

The need for a balance of Open Space 
The land known as BAREC, located at 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa Clara sits 
directly across from Valley Fair. To draw a parallel to NYC, my home, Central 
Park is 843 acres of the most valuable land in the world. It will never be 
developed. Why? Because the city planners knew how important it was to 
balance development with open space. The same is true here, just on a smaller 
scale. Valley Fair is going to grow to over two million square feet of commercial 
development. Santana Row is going to grow by 20-30% and maybe more the 
Century Theater and neighboring buildings become targets. The BAREC site is 
17 acres of undeveloped, public land. Approval of this development should be 
contingent on creating open space in the area since Westfield will make 
hundreds of millions of dollars from Valley Fair commercial growth. Westfield 
needs to give back to the community and helping to sponsor the preservation of 
this open space would be a great way to do this. Santana Row can help. The 
City of San Jose can help. Grant money can do the rest, but it is critical that 
exploring how this can help offset the massive amounts of traffic and influx of 
vehicles to the area. Once people are out of their cars, parked in one of the two 
new five story parking garages, they can shop and also take a break in an open, 
public space. 

A way Westfield could help fund this would be to create yet another walking 
bridge across Winchester Blvd. This would provide a safe way for people to 
cross Winchester and not stop the flow of traffic. Please provide the impact to 
traffic when people are trying to cross the street and how much does that affect 
traffic flow? What are the air quality issues with that? The walking bridge can 
originate at the existing four story parking structure on Forrest and Winchester 
and drop down direction behind the Veterans building. Again, elevators would be 
provided for ADA and other needs. 

This all leads to how can the City of San Jose leverage the massive growth that 
Westfield wants to do in a primarily residential area. San Jose needs to look at 
the long term effects of this development and acknowledge that traffic will 
increase significantly and do what ever it can to help make that reality more 
palatable for the neighborhood and the general area. Show leadership in 
commercial planning and development. There is an approval process for a 
reason and that is to insure all views are considered and the public is looked 
after. No plans are final until San Jose agrees with the plan. Where are the 



plans for how Westfield will embrace the BAREC property if it remains open 
space or becomes a active farm again? 

Highway 280/880/17 interchange 
This intersection is a disaster. During the holidays, it is common for the off ramp 
to Stevens Creek coming south on 880 is backed up past the Bascom exit. This 
is also true from coming north on 17 to Stevens Creek. I have seen the plans the 
county/state are proposing for making this intersection better; however, this plan 
has absolutely nothing to do with Westfield's plan for Valley Fair. Before any 
development occurs at Valley Fair, the highway situation needs to be corrected. 
Period. There should be no negotiation on this point. Before Westfield tries to 
(and will) drive more traffic to their mall, the artery (highway) system needs to be 
fixed. If it takes a couple of years for the state to get it together, so be it. To 
allow for massive commercial development where it is anticipated that an 
additional two five story computerized parking structures will be in complete use 
without a way for traffic to flow to the destination is foolish and irresponsible. If 
you are not going to make the fixing of 880/280/17 a prerequisite to the approval 
ofthe development, please provide a detailed description on why. How will the 
new traffic be handled? What happens to new traffic that will start flooding the 
area? What happens when Santana Row expands? Will Santana Row's 
development be contingent on highway improvements? Any form of 
development that occurs in this area needs to be predicated on an improved 
ingress and egress system. If one does not exist, you will simply break even 
more and already broken interchange. Refer to the attached document entitled 
"dirtydozen.pdf' where the San Jose Mercury News designates the 880/280/17 
as the top three worst intersections in the Bay Area. How can an application for 
35% growth with the goal of thousands of more vehicles coming to the area be 
approved if the highways that get people to the project site is already broken? 
Why would the city approve something like this without first 'fixing the problem? I 
know the City of San Jose is not responsible for fixing the highways, but it is 
responsible for making sure the community runs well and is not over-burdened 
with problems. I ask that you provide a contingency on the plans that require the 
highway system be fixed before approval can begin. That will make Westfield 
unhappy, but it will insure that the community is properly serviced by the 
infrastructure. I have already witnessed three major accidents at Cypress Ave 
and Stevens Creek in the past three months. More cars mean more accidents 
and more traffic. Fix the problems before they get worse. Allowing development 
without having the proper infrastructure in place is foolish and not in the citizen's 
best interest. 

Here is a quote from the article: 
http://www.mercurvnews.com/mld/mercurvnews/16213031.htm 

"Traffic jams at the Interstate 880-280-17 -Stevens Creek interchange used to be 
Silicon Valley's unwanted Christmas present, a seasonal sabotage perpetrated 
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by thousands of cars converging on the Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping 
centers. 

Now we're getting that gift almost every day, all year long." 

Green/Environmental Issues 
Any future development of the Valley Fair site should be required to use green 
materials and use green power. Westfield is very progressive in how it develops 
its malls, and this should be no different. Solar and green power should be a 
requirement. Sustainable systems (both construction and waste) need to be put 
in place. Remember, any major development requires ALL parts of the mall to 
be brought up to current codes and environmental regulations. Please detail all 
of the environmental improvements that will take place in the new development 
and the existing stores/locations. How will the construction pollution be offset? 

. What air quality issues will occur from the construction? 

Traffic Studies 
There is a lot of traffic analysis in this report. Please provide an analysis of past 
traffic projections from the prior Valley Fair expansion and determine if the 
original projections were accurate. Please do the same with the Santana Row 
traffic studies. I mention Santana Row since it is entirely in San Jose so San 
Jose was the lead agency in that development. How accurate were the traffic 
studies. Please be specific and detailed in your explanation. I examined the 
data in the current study, and it shows that the Stevens Creek/Winchester will 
only be minorly affected. Please. Just go out there and look for yourself. Just 
because you have a couple of data points does not make a trend. Further, 
adding a single left turn lane will not fix everything. The intersection is already 
operating below LOS D, something your report does not say. This intersection is 
one of the worst. By taking two feet of curb out to allow for a left turn lane to 
Stevens Creek will not fix the problem. Again, you have some nay "depending 
on the City of Santa Clara" statements that it is almost worthless to give as an 
option. The same for the City of San Jose. The fact is, if the improvements are 
not allowed, the intersection will get worse and the quality of life here will go 
down. If there are no improvements, what are the plans to make it work better? 
Maybe the financial penalties can go towards a walking bridge over both Stevens 
Creek and Winchester. These roads are not safe to cross. Please measure the 
distance from curb to curb, calculate a few different walking patterns (i.e., child, 
teenager, adult, senior, wheel chair, person with walker, person with cane, etc.) 
and determine the amount of time needed to cross the street. Now determine 
how much backup traffic occurs when the needed time is provided to cross 
safely. It cascades. Look at how NYC does traffic studies. If there is a traffic 
jam, for every minute of delay, it cascades to five minute of future delay. It gets 
worse and worse the longer it takes to clear the traffic. Same holds true for any 
flowing system. Traffic that backs up at a light (say Stevens Creek/Winchester or 
Stevens Creek/San Tomas or Stevens Creek/Saratoga) causes multiple 
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problems down the line and for a significant time. Please provide this type of 
analysis for how light delays will impact the area. Please give a radius of two 
miles. 

San Jose and Santa Clara working together 
San Jose and Santa Clara need to work closely together on this since the mall is 
in both cities as are many of the intersections. You need to look at ALL of the 
development going on and what the best plan is for the area. Look at Valley Fair, 
Santana Row, and BAREC. Here are three areas that are within a stones throw 
of each other and each one has its own EIR and plan, yet none of them tie into 
each other or relate to each other. Take this opportunity to look at all the 
development activities in the area and see how they can best work together. 
Once these decisions are made, they cannot be changed. You have a unique 
opportunity to insure the area is developed correctly and not haphazardly. Since 
all these development applications are being considered now, look at them 
together and look at the big picture. Look at how this will evolve over the next 
20-50 years .... or the next 200 years. How will you have impacted the area in a 
positive note? I am not suggesting you deny the Valley Fair expansion. I like the 
idea of developing commercial land more effectively and more densely .... l'm 
from NYC, that's what I am used to. Go up, not out. But since all these changes 
are happening at the same time and no one city has control over all parts, it is 
critical that you look at all aspects. Do not rush to make this decision and 
approve the application just because the cities will make lots of money in tax 
revenue and permits. Look longer term than that. You need to explore how the 
area will sustain itself over the long haul. ... beyond your lifetime .... beyond your 
grand children's children's lifetime. 

There needs to be a balance of development and open space. Push for that in 
all development applications. BAREC is as a resident sated "a no brainer" to 
keep as open space since it is already open space, not developed in any way, 
and public land owned by the state. Look at how Santana Row, Valley Fair, and 
BAREC can build a community .... but also look at how people will come and go to 
the community. If the infrastructure is not correct, all you will have created is a 
mess that will be very costly to fix. And the citizens will be very angry because 
you had the chance to do the right thing. 

So please, do the right thing. 

Regards, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

More views from others in case they did not get to you: 



I am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan 
of valley Fair Mall. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair 
Mall has put extreme pressure on the traffic and land resources in that section of 
Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 280 leading to the mall are a 
major hazard area due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds of cars at 
all times of the day. All of that traffic is heading to the mega complex of combined 
malls at Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address 
major changes to the traffic flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved. 
Any commercial expansion in this currently congested area aggravates an 
already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative funding with 
state and federal planners to expand and fix the current exit on 280 that 
drastically conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive 
amount of mall traffic blocking that interchange. 

Another concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this area 
MUST be balanced with the development of green spaces for the environmental 
health of your community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site 
would provide an excellent balance to this extreme commercial development. I 
am requesting that the plan for expansion include incorporating the development 
of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only municipality 
that opposes the use of this land for green space is the Santa Clara City Council. 
Their rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space 
development. The San Jose City Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing 
funding to develop the BAREC land as a green space. I would strongly urge that 
one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San Jose, 
state and county municipalities to join together to fund the development of 
BAREC as a green space to balance the concentration of commercial 
development in this area. As an area resident I know how important it is to 
provide balanced areas of green space amid the commercial development. 
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And some comments by others in case they did not make it to you: 

Dear Ms. Moore 

Valley Fair expansion? 

Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many just like the $ound of 
those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And what 
"expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC as an 
open community space IS the true expansion, a reminder of a true valley and a 
fair. 

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy? 



For year I have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings that 
populate our old orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old powerful 
companies continue to erect new structures, seemingly oblivious to the reality 
that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after the dot. com bust. None of 
these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find value in the perfectly 
constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land. 

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, 
the county, the state, do not regulate this wild out-of control activity? 

What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places like 
BAREC? What is next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not a 
big, long mall there? Perhaps we just don't have enough $200 sweaters to clothe 
our population ... 

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community 
space, free of sales signs and artificial fashionable perfumes. 

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor to the 
most awesome promise of riches. 

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from 
and where we'll end up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb 
shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep them unconscious? Don't we all 
dream of the eternal nigh under trees and flowers? 

Well? 

Let the garden be! 

Sincerely, 

Andres F. Cathalifaud 
San Jose, CA 
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From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@kvartan.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53 PM 
To: 'Moore, Janis' 
Cc: info@savebarec.org 
Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR 
comments - photos part 1 

. February 12, 2007 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

j 

Here is the first of two photos for you to look at. They show the Valley Fair area on December 23, 
2006. As you can see, the traffic is piled up and backed up along 880 south, 17 north, San 
Carlos to Stevens Creek, and people are parked all over the neighborhood. Please make sure 
you place this in the EIR and detail how these issues will be addressed. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 



Bay Area Research & Extension Center 
Sant.a Clara, CA Photo taken December 2006 



Bay Area Research & Extension Center 
Santa Clara, California Photo taken December 2006 
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March 11, 2007 

Janis Moore 
Department ofPlanning, Building, 
And Code Enforcement 
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Re: Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion (File No. GP06-T-04/H06-027) 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

As a residential neighbor, I received the Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion proposal. I know that the 
comment period on the EIR has closed, but it is my understanding that this application 
has not gone to public hearing yet. Please convey the following four traffic-related 
concerns to the appropriate staff members, Planning Commissioners and City Council 
members. 

1) Currently the only entry driveway along Winchester located in San Jose is the 
driveway and aisle that provides ingress and egress for traffic through the Goodyear Tire 
Store parking lot. It is important that the left-tum movement for southbound Winchester 
traffic into the Goodyear driveway be preserved. Preservation of this entry could be done 
in c.onjunction with the design of the northbound Winchester turning lane into the City of 
Santa Clara's proposed BAREC residential development on the west side of Winchester. 

2) I know that the area immediately west of the Macy's store is located in the City of 
Santa Clara, but having only one north/south aisle between Macy' s and the new Safeway 
is not adequate to meet current traffic demands on the site, let along the increased traffic 
resulting from the expansions. Anyone heading to the Safeway/Long's front parking lot 
from southbound Winchester or Forest Avenue will have to compete with mall shoppers 
looking for a parking space in this one aisle. I am sending a copy of this letter to the City 
of Santa Clara as I am concerned that the proposed parking lot design will adversely 
affect the neighborhood-serving businesses of the grocery store and the drug store. 

3) Currently, there is a permit-parking-only program for Spar Avenue and Hanson 
Avenue in the County unincorporated area (Winchester Manor subdivision) 
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southwesterly of Stevens Creek and Winchester. When this neighborhood is annexed to 
San Jose in 2008, the permit parking program should be retained to protect the safety of 
these neighborhoods and prevent overflow parking from Santana Row and Valley Fair on 
these residential streets. 

4) Finally, but most importantly, the necessary improvements to the Highways 880/280 
interchange and the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-ramps need to be at least partially 
funded by Westfield Valley Fair Shopping Center's property owners. If it is not too late, 
San Jose should also require contributions for freeway improvements from Santana Row 
Shopping Center's property owner, as part of the approval of the expansion also proposed 
there. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Valley Fair Shopping Center 
expansion. 

Sincerely, 

0._1(d11-/o.nclijl&£7 
Douglas V. Handerson, AICP 
320 Spar Avenue 
San Jose, CA 95117 

Cc: Kevin L. Riley, AICP, Director ofPlanning & Inspection, City of Santa Clara 
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From: Yolanda Reynolds [mailto:yolandar@worldnet.att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 2:40 PM 
To: jenny.nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: ValleyFair & Santana Row proposed expansions 

To whom it may 
concern: 

January 16, 2007 

I understand that the EIR comment period for the proposed development/expansion of 
Valley Fair is closed. I am unaware of notice of any EIR review for the proposed 
expansion within the Santana Row development. It has not been widely publicized. If 
such, is required at all. Because of these proposals coming before the planning 
department ofthe city of San Jose, I wish to express some of my concerns regarding 
these proposed expansions. 

The city of San Jose has adopted a policy to make every effort to promote pedestrian 
activity and alternative transportation modes throughout the city. The plans submitted by 
the Westfield Corporation for the Valley Fair site, in my opinion, will diminish or 
eliminate pedestrian and bicycle access and mobility. 

* As described to me, the plans for a three or four story parking facility along Stevens 
Creek abutting the sidewalk will certainly discourage pedestrians. Not only will the walk 
be unsightly it will be dangerous and most likely often insufferably hot. The parking 
structure must be positioned to allow large trees and shade along the sidewalk all the way 
along Stevens Creek to Winchester. 

* To my knowledge, there are currently no bicycle racks anywhere at this shopping 
center. 

*Furthermore, there is scant, if any attention paid to pedestrian access to the shops, even 
when they arrive by automobile, but less so, if they walk there from adjoining 
neighborhoods . 

*At Santana Row the plan to remove surface parking with no additional parking at the 
site will certainly discourage patrons/customers from going to this wildly successful 
shopping/eating center. Already on the early hours of week day evenings and, especially, 
on weekends there is absolutely no parking available. 

* Here too, there are no bicycle racks to welcome cyclists. 

I *Since so many patrons walk from Westfield/Valley Fair to Santana Row and vice versa, ""(p it is perhaps time to consider an elevated passageway over Stevens Creek 
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** With the combined expansions, I urge that the city take a 
hard look at the effects of the increased traffic that will occur 
in combination with the recently adopted policy of "protected 
intersection", which includes the intersection at Winchester 
and Stevens Creek. There must be an assessment of 
anticipation of air quality. 

*Please assess the impact at all intersections within a mile of these planned expansions. 

* Though it is still uncertain whether funds will be made available to make improvements 
at the interface of Stevens Creek/ San Carlos and Highway 880, attention must be drawn 
to the danger to pedestrians walking to Valley Fair- Santa Row. Currently there are 
sections with no sidewalk in place and marginal pedestrian walkway markings. Also 
pedestrians, even though in a crosswalk, must await many minutes for the kindness of 

, drivers to cross auto egress and ingress outlets to and from the freeway on both the north 
and south sides of Stevens Creek. 

I *Again, there MUST be additional attention to maintaining some shade in the form of 
vegetation all along the sidewalks to and within the shopping center. 

Finally, this is such a huge development that the city should encourage the use of water 
permeable surface wherever possible. We must, throughout the city, make every effort to 
restore the underground water with rainwater and not allow that water to run off to the 
bay - we already discharge too much from the water treatment plant. 

, Thank you, 

Yolanda Reynolds 
Tele.# 2860-6310 
cc. John Brazil 

T 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Scot Vallee, Westfield Corporation 
CC: Karen Mack and Manuel Pineda, City of San Jose 

FROM: Michelle Hunt & Robert Del Rio 

DATE: April 11, 2007 

SUBJECT: Valley Fair Operational/Simulation Analysis 

Introduction 

This technical memorandum presents the methodology and findings of the CORSIM microscopic 
simulation analysis completed for the proposed expansion of Westfield Valley Fair in San Jose, CA. The 
purpose of the simulation analysis is to evaluate the dynamics of traffic operations as they exist today and 
the effects of planned roadway improvements. The operational/simulation analysis serves as a supplement 
to the completed and pending approval Westfield Valley Fair Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis Report, 
dated November 27,2006. 

Description of CORSIM Model 

The CORSIM model is a microscopic simulation model developed for the Federal Highway 
Administration that allows analysis of signalized surface networks, freeways, or a combination ofboth. 
The model is described as microscopic because it tracks individual vehicles and their reactions to each 
other and the roadway environment. Individual sub-segments of roadway are represented by links while 
activity points on the roadway are presented by nodes. Nodes are most often used to represent controlled 
intersections on surface street networks or merges/diverges on a freeway. Vehicles are entered into the 
network at entry points and leave the network at exit points. The model uses turning percentages at the 
internal nodes to assign turning movements. 

CORSIM models many details that cannot be represented with isolated intersection level of service 
calculations. Specifically, CORSIM models variations in vehicle and driver characteristics, traffic volumes 
from one signal cycle to the next, and pedestrian demand. The model can be used to evaluate the effects of 
vehicle queues spilling out of tum-pockets and blocking adjacent through lanes, queues extending through 
upstream intersections, failure of vehicles to clear an intersection in the allotted green times, and temporary 
blockages due to bus stops. As a result, the CORSIM simulation is the closest possible representation of 
actual traffic operations on the street. 

Analysis Methodology 

Using CORSIM, any problems concerning vehicle weaving and queue lengths can be determined and 
recommendations made regarding pocket lengths and lane configurations for the roadway network. PM 
and Saturday peak-hour traffic conditions were simulated with existing and cumulative traffic volumes as 
described below. Coding of the model requires several inputs and assumptions regarding roadway network 

7888 ¥Vren Avenue, Suile B- 121 • CoUomic 95020 
phone 408.846j 4 • iax 408 846.7 4 1 • 
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layout and geometries, traffic volume demands, and roadway and intersection control. Each of these 
components and their associated inputs and assumptions are described below. 

CORSIM Model Components 

Roadway Network Representation 

Typically, only the most critical area of concern for traffic operations are analyzed, such as project 
frontages. For this analysis a much larger study area was selected to thoroughly evaluate not only traffic 
associated with the proposed expansion of Valley Fair, but also traffic operations in general in the entire 
area. The roadway network included in the simulation analysis includes Forest Avenue from 1-880 west to 
Winchester Boulevard, Winchester Boulevard from Forest Avenue to I-280, Stevens Creek Boulevard from 
Winchester Boulevard to I-880, I-880 from Forest Avenue to south ofl-280, and I-280 from Moorpark 
Avenue to west ofWinchester Boulevard. The existing roadway network as well as a network that includes 
planned roadway improvements was analyzed. The planned roadway improvements include the following: 

Stevens Creek Boulevard 

• Addition of an exclusive right-tum lane from the southbound 1-880 off-ramp at Stevens Creek 
Boulevard that directly feeds Monroe Street. 

• Widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard along its north side to accommodate right-turning traffic (into 
Valley Fair driveways). 

• The widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard also will allow for the extension ofleft-tum pockets along 
Stevens Creek Boulevard from Winchester Boulevard to Monroe Street by shifting of travel lanes and 
adjustment of medians. 

• Pedestrian enhancements at the intersection of Santana Row/Stevens Creek. The intersection will be 
modified to provide safer pedestrian crossing by realigning the intersection, removing exclusive right­
tum lanes, and improving crosswalk treatments and pedestrian waiting areas. 

Winchester Boulevard 

• Addition of a second southbound left-tum lane at the intersection of Stevens Creek/Winchester. 
• Relocation of the existing Valley Fair entrance at Dorcich Street further north. The relocation will 

eliminate cut-through traffic in the neighborhood and restrict left-turns out ofDorcich Street. 
• Addition of an eastbound approach at the intersection ofForest/Winchester (proposed as part of the 

BAREC development). The leg addition will require that left-tum movements from North Forest 
Avenue be restricted and signal coordination with the new Valley Fair entrance. 

1-880/Stevens Creek 

• The improvements will provide separate ramps for traffic traveling from 1-280 northbound to I-880 
northbound and for traffic accessing Stevens Creek Boulevard. In addition, the loop ramp to 
westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will be replaced with a diagonal ramp and signal, which will have 
much greater capacity. 

The existing and planned roadway networks were represented in the model based on measurements in the 
field and from the latest improvement plans provided by the City of San Jose. Roadway geometric inputs 
include: 
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• Roadway segment lengths, widths, and number of lanes 
• Intersection lane configurations - Including number and length of tum-pockets 
• Free-flow speeds- A free-flow speed of35 mph was assumed on Stevens Creek Boulevard and 

Winchester Boulevard. All other minor streets were assumed to have a free-flow speed of25 mph. 
• Pedestrian traffic- CORSIM allows for the classification of pedestrian traffic (none, light, moderate, or 

heavy). It was assumed that pedestrian traffic in the area is "light (100-250 pedestrians/hour)." 
• Queue discharge- The mean time gap (headway) between vehicles discharging from a standing queue 

was assumed to be 2.0 seconds (FHW A default). 
• Start-up lost time The delay experienced by the first vehicle in queue responding to a phase change 

was assumed to be 2.0 seconds (FHW A default). 
• Vehicle types- 3% of the traffic composition was modeled as heavy trucks. 
• Vehicle queue space - The queue length per vehicle was assumed as 25 feet. 

Roadway Network Control 

Data regarding existing control at intersections in the study area were provided by City staff in the form of 
signal timing sheets and supplemented with field observation. For the proposed roadway improvements, it 
was necessary to make assumptions regarding intersection control. The following intersection control 
assumptions were input as part of the model: 

• Signal timing All existing signalized intersections were assumed as fully actuated. Signal timing was 
obtained from timing plans. Signal timing with the planned improvements was developed based on 
demand. Input includes the typical signal timing components: 

-Cycle time 
-Maximum and minimum green times 
-Yell ow and red times 

• Detectors - Detectors were placed at standard locations at all actuated signals. Typical characteristics 
of detectors regarding location, length, and operations were followed. 

Roadway Network Demand 

The simulation was run for PM and Saturday peak-hour traffic conditions using existing and cumulative 
traffic volumes. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Traffic volumes for the simulation of existing conditions were obtained from several sources including the 
ongoing reports for the I-280/I-880 improvement project, BAREC development and the Valley Fair 
expansiOn. 

Cumulative Traffic Volumes 

The future tum movement volumes were estimated from several different sources. These included the 
Valley Fair expansion, Santana Row Residential Conversion, and BAREC traffic impact analysis reports. 
Traffic associated with each of these developments were added to existing conditions volumes to develop 
cumulative traffic volumes. 
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Because the existing counts for the study intersections do not exactly balance (the volume exiting one 
intersection does not equal the volume entering the adjacent downstream intersection) it was necessary to 
adjust tum-movement-volumes where appropriate in order to balance all volumes. In some cases, the 
difference between upstream and downstream intersections is due to an actual source, such as a 
development driveway, and was modeled within CORSIM as such. 

Simulation of Existing Conditions 

To assure an accurate reflection of existing field conditions by the CORSIM model, field observations 
were conducted at selected intersections. Measurements of maximum back of queue for tum-pockets as 
well as through lanes, queue spillback through upstream intersections, and signal cycle times were made. 
The CORSIM model was run with the inputs described above to simulate existing traffic conditions. The 
animation produced by NETSIM was then viewed to compare the simulated queues with those observed in 
the field. Adjustments were made to various input parameters to match NETSIM results to field 
observations. 

Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard 

The simulation results show that there currently are operational problems at several intersections during 
both the PM and Saturday peak hours. Operational problems reported by CORSIM that are easily visible in 
the field are the number of phase failures and vehicle queues that exceed storage capacities. A phase failure 
is defined as a phase in which a queue fails to dissipate in a single cycle. Intersections where vehicle 
queues exceeded storage capacities of tum-pockets and/or spilled back through upstream intersections were 
also observed. 

Table 1 presents vehicle queuing results at selected intersections along Stevens Creek and Winchester 
Boulevards for the simulation. The simulation indicates that the maximum vehicle queues currently exceed 
the available storage capacity at nearly every intersection along Stevens Creek and Winchester Boulevards. 
The vehicle queues do not dissipate during each cycle. NETSIM reported a total of 49 phase failures 
during the PM peak hour. 

Stevens Creek Boulevard and 1-880 Interchange 

The Stevens Creek Boulevard/1-880 interchange area serves as a primary gateway to Stevens Creek 
Boulevard. As such, the interchange serves a large volume of traffic, not only bound for Valley Fair mall, 
but also the area in general. The simulation showed vehicle queues extending from westbound Stevens 
Creek Boulevard back onto the 1-880 off ramps and even further back on to 1-280 past Moorpark Avenue. 
The back-up of vehicles restricts the flow of vehicles along the 1-880 auxiliary lanes and restricts the flow 
of through traffic from I-280 to northbound 1-880. 

Winchester Boulevard and 1-280 Interchange 

The area near the 1-280/Winchester interchange sees heavy congestion during the PM peak hour. Lengthy 
vehicle queues are prevalent at both the eastbound off-ramp and westbound on-ramp of 1-280. Vehicle 
queues on the eastbound off-ramp extend back on the ramp. Queues at the westbound on-ramp are created 
by the ramp meter and extend back onto Winchester Boulevard. 



IJIII"'"""'' Mr. Scott V a II ee 
April II, 2007 

a....A Page5 

Simulation of Cumulative Conditions 

The cumulative condition simulation included the planned roadway improvements described above. Signal 
timing was set-up to adequately serve projected traffic volumes for each of the intersections for which 
improvements are planned. With the traffic volumes on Stevens Creek Boulevard projected to be much 
greater than those on minor streets, signals on Stevens Creek Boulevard were coordinated so as to serve 
traffic most efficiently. The intersection of Winchester Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard was not 
set-up as part of the coordinated system since volumes along Winchester Boulevard are projected to be in 
the same order of magnitude as those on Stevens creek Boulevard. 

Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard 

The simulation results show that there will continue to be vehicle queuing problems at several of the 
planned intersections during the PM and Saturday peak hours. Table 1 presents projected vehicle queue 
results for the simulation. 

Based on the findings of the simulation analysis, it is concluded that the proposed Valley Fair expansion 
will not make any existing operational deficiencies significantly worse nor create additional operational 
problems in the area. The planned roadway improvements will increase storage capacities for the left-tum 
movements along Stevens Creek Boulevard between Mouroe Street and Winchester Boulevard. With the 
implementation of signal coordination along Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard between 
Forest Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard, traffic flow along the streets will improve. The coordination 
will require that extra green time be provided to the through traffic along Stevens Creek Boulevard and 
Winchester Boulevard, which may result in longer delays at the minor street approaches. 

Though simulation results indicate inadequate storage capacity for some left-tum pockets at intersections 
below, it may be possible to provide adequate storage upon final design and layout of the proposed 
improvements along Stevens Creek and Winchester Boulevard. The necessity of additional left-tum pocket 
storage at each location will be determined upon final design. 

Stevens Creek Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard Southbound 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Santana Row Southbound, Westbound, and Eastbound 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Baywood Avenue Southbound and Westbound 
Winchester Boulevard and Forest Avenue Eastbound 

The analysis identified inadequate left-tum storage capacity at the following intersections for which it is 
infeasible to lengthen or add additional lanes due to inadequate right-of-way. 

Stevens Creek Boulevard and Monroe Street Westbound 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and Forest Street Westbound 

Stevens Creek Boulevard and 1-880 Interchange 

The simulation showed that the proposed improvements at the eastside of the I-880/Stevens Creek 
interchange do create additional storage capacity, but vehicle queues will continue to extend on to I-280. 
The primary reason for the continued queues back on to I-280 is the restricted capacity of the intersection 
of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Monroe Street. The simulation was run assuming a single left-tum lane 
from Stevens Creek Boulevard eastbound to Monroe Street northbound because the improvement design at 
the time had this change. This single lane was shown to take significant green time away from the 
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opposing through traffic on Stevens Creek Boulevard, which reduced the capacity. If two left-tum lanes 
can be maintained from Stevens Creek on to Monroe, then the queuing back on to I-280 should improve. 

Also reflected in the simulation is an increase in through-put on the I-880 southbound off-ramp to 
westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard due to the addition of the separate right-turn lane on the ramp. 
In conjunction with improvements at Monroe Street and Stevens Creek Boulevard access from the I-
880/Stevens Creek interchange will be improved. Further improvement to traffic flow from I-880 to 
Stevens Creek Boulevard can be achieved by the improvement of the westside of the interchange. 
Improvement plans are being studied, but no specific design has been selected and no funding has been 
secured. 

Winchester Boulevard and 1-280 Interchange 

The simulation showed that the coordination of signal timing at the intersections of Winchester Boulevard 
and Moorpark Avenue and the Winchester/I-280 ramps will improve traffic flow. 

Results of the CORSIM model analysis may be observed using the NETSIM animation software. The 
CORSIM model output and NETSIM animation will be made available to City staff. 



Table 1 
Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Intersection 

Stevens Creek Blvd./Winchester Blvd. 

Stevens Creek Blvd./Santana Row 

St-evens Creek Blvd./Baywood Av. 

Stevens Creek Blvd./Monroe St. 

Winchester BlvdJOorcich St. 

W1ncheMer Blvd.!Forest St. 

lal Maximum queue based on CDRSJM 

lbl Required storage is calculated based 

Peak Storage 
Mvmt. Hour #Lanes Per Lane (fl.) 

SBL PM 
SAT 

WBL PM 
SAT 

NBL PM 
SAT 

EBL PM 
SAT 

SBL PM 
SAT 

WBL PM 
SAT 

NBL PM 
SAT 

EBL PM 
SAT 

SBL PM 
SAT 

WBL PM 
SAT 

EBL PM 
SAT 

SBL PM 
SAT 

WBL PM 
SAT 

NBL PM 
SAT 

EBL PM 
SAT 

SBL PM 
SAT 

WBL PM 
SAT 

NEll PM 
SAT 

SBL PM 
SAT 

WBL PM 
SAT 

NBL PM 

SAT 
EBL PM 

SAT 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
2 

275 
275 
350 
350 
275 
275 
400 
400 

200 
200 
150 
150 
190 
190 
150 
150 

200 
200 
110 
110 
150 
150 

350 
350 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

225 
225 
400 
400 
150 
150 

275 
275 
275 
275 
125 
125 
100 
100 

Existing Proposed 
Max. Req. Storage Storage Max. Req. Storage 

Queue lal Per Lane (1t)/bl Adequate? #Lanes -~-~!_Lane (ft.) Queue laJ Per Lane (~Jib/ J).i:f~quate? 

11 
11 
22 
29 
13 
17 
11 
22 

11 
14 
17 
7 
10 
12 
14 

15 
19 
15 
13 
11 
16 

22 
28 
16 
14 
7 

12 

6 
6 
10 
6 
7 

32 
20 

2 

275 
275 
275 
363 
163 
213 
138 
275 

225 
275 
175 
213 
88 
125 
150 
175 

188 
238 
375 
325 
138 
200 

275 
350 
200 
175 
175 
200 
100 
150 

125 
150 
150 
250 
150 
175 

125 
25 

400 
250 
25 
50 
25 
25 

YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

11!0 
NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
YES 

NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 

1.5 
1.5 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

275 
275 
450 
450 
275 
275 
400 
400 

200 
200 
300 
300 
200 
200 
125 
125 

200 
200 
100 
100 
375 
375 

500 
500 
200 
200 
200 
200 
300 
300 

225 
225 
400 
400 
150 
150 

275 
275 
275 
275 
125 
125 
100 
100 

22 
23 
20 
21 
19 
22 
12 
27 

16 
20 
33 
23 
9 
11 
11 
10 

23 
29 
6 

21 
30 

28 
30 
22 
16 

16 
17 

10 
16 

34 
16 

275 
288 
250 
263 
238 
275 
150 
338 

267 
333 
413 
288 
113 
138 
275 
250 

288 
363 
150 
150 
263 
375 

350 
375 
275 
200 
200 
200 
200 
213 

n5 
225 
250 
400 
100 
125 

150 
150 
425 
200 
75 
75 
150 
75 

YES 
NO 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
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Moore, Janis 

From: Moore, Janis 

Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2007 8:23 AM 

To: kirk@savebarec.org 

Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 

I wilt send you a hard copy in today's mail. While you are waiting to receive your hard copy, you still have access to our web site 
version, which you referenced in your Dec. 29, 2006 e-mail to me. Based on a 45-day public review period, we can extend the 
deadline for your written comments to 5:00 p.m., Monday, February 12, 2007. Of course, we would appreciate receiving your 
written comments earlier, if possible. Again, I apologize for the mix-up. 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
T: (408) 535-7815 
F: (408) 292-6055 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2007 1:03AM 
To: 'Moore, Janis' 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 
Importance: High 

Ms. Moore, 

Please send me a hard copy: 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

Due to the fact that you did not inform the entire population (e.g., at least me), will you reschedule the public comment period so 
that I may have the full 45 days? Is it not my right as a citizen to be given the full time? Again, you promised me multiple times 
that you would keep me informed. I am sorry to hear that you had lots to do and that is unfortunate, but frankly not my problem. 
was relying on you to keep me informed as you promised you would do. How could I not be on both your email list or a written 
list? Is my name on a group list? How do you keep all the names organized and the people informed? 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 

From: Moore, Janis [mailto:Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 031 2007 1:29PM 
To: 'kirk@savebarec.org' 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 

Mr. Vartan, 
I apologize for the oversight 
We were overwhelmed with EIRs going out on that last day before the holiday closure (Dec. 22nd), and I inadvertently missed 

2112/2007 
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sending a copy of the Draft EIR to you. Would you like me to send you a hard copy or a copy on CD? Or would you prefer 
accessing the on-line version? You can access it on our web site at the following link: 
b.ttp://':!f_vt_W.§_anjoseca.gov/plc:mning/eir/eir.asp 
Again, I apologize for the inadvertent oversight. 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
T: (408) 535-7815 
F: (408) 292-6055 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Friday, December 29, 2006 2:00AM 
To: janism@sanjoseca.gov 
Cc: johnazevedo@sbcglobal.net; erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov; ken@kenyeager.com; ken.yeager@sanjoseca.gov; 'Megan Doyle'; 
mayoremail@sanjoseca.gov; District6@sanjoseca.gov; linda.lezotte@sanjoseca.gov; district7@sanjoseca.gov; 
dave.cortese@sanjoseca.gov; forrest.williams@sanjoseca.gov; district3@sanjoseca.gov; judy.chirco@sanjoseca.gov; 
district4@sanjoseca.gov; districtlO@sanjoseca.gov; districtS@sanjoseca.gov 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 
Importance: High 

Ms. Moore, 

I am very confused, enraged, and disappointed in you. Let me quote the following from your prior email dating back in July of this 
year (see details below): 

"As I indicated in my previous e-mail, I have added your name to the notification mailing list for this EIR." 

Well, I was just informed by a neighbor that the EIR has been out for weeks. Not one email, not one phone call, not one US post 
office mail. How can you not inform me? I was very vocal about this and you assured, in fact re-assured me, that I would be 
contacted regarding the EIR for Valley Fair. I am a San Jose resident and a voter. You have an OBLIGATION to contact me 
when a voter requests to be notified. I did this. You informed me of nothing. 

Please explain your actions or lack of actions. The BAREC property is referenced in the EIR and there is still much to decide 
regarding that property. There is no development plan yet ... only a proposal that requires a lot of agreement before anything 
happens. The EIR addresses lights being removed or changed, yet no mention of contingency plans for if these changes do not 
happen. What if that Forrest/Winchester light is not removed? Then what? What is the Dorcich light is not removed? 

I would like to formally request time with our group (SaveBAREC) and how our plans of conservation of the BAREC property can 
integrate with the Valley Fair expansion. Since I was not included on any correspondence about the EIR, please give me the 
timelines and dates that are in place for the proposed project at Valley Fair. So much can be done with the proposed growth and 
the open space across the street. 

If the politicians ... all of you included ... would please just take a minute to stop reacting to everything and actually take a minute to 
look at what can be done with the existing resources, a lot of good can happen. Please do not rush the Valley Fair proposal 
through without full community review and input. You are shaping the future of this very congested area. 

We need to explore all opportunities here. Look farther than the "popular developer" view and think like a citizen and community 
member. This is an area bounded by two cities. Ken Yeager is now the County District 4 Supervisor that covers all of Santa 
Clara, Campbell, part of San Jose, and part of Cupertino. He has been very outspoken about having San Jose funds help pay for 
the preservation of BAREC. 

SLOW DOWN before it is too late. 

Thank you and I look forward to hearing your explanations and responses. 

2/12/2007 



Kirk Vartan 
SaveBAREC 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 1:51 PM 
To: 'erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov' 
Cc: 'johnazevedo@sbcglobal.net' 
Subject: FW: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 

Ms. Morris, 

In case this note was to go to you as well. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

From: John Azevedo [mailto:johnazevedo@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 1:08 PM 
To: janism@sanjoseca.gov 
Cc: kirk@savebarec.org 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 

Dear Ms. Moore, 
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I was just forwarded a copy of your email response below to Kirk Vartan regarding the Valley Fair Expansion. I would like to know 
how the San Jose's Public Outreach Policy goes about development of their lists and methodology for giving such notices, 
because even though I live in the City of Santa Clara, I also live one block away from the mall on Henry Avenue, (between Dorcich 
and Forest) and never received any notice on the mall expansion. I have also polled my neighbors and neither did they receive 
such notice. Our neighborhood is greatly disappointed that we were not included in this process, particularly when we are very 
much directly affected by any expansion that would put yet more mall traffic through our neighborhood. I would also recommend 
that the Outreach Program include the posting of signs and flyers within the nearby neighborhoods and at the mall. 

Such a project as this greatly impacts our neighborhoods and I am sure that you can appreciate the importance of knowing all that 
goes on there if you lived less than a block from Valley Fair mall, particularly in light of the negligent impact that Santana Row has 
already had on us, I would also hope that San Jose does not allow this expansion to take any liberties with State and local 
building codes as were allowed at Santana Row. 

To this end, in the future please ensure that I and my neighbors that border the mall and live in Santa Clara are also included on 
such notices and/or mailings. I have included my private mailbox and cell phone below to ensure I receive notices. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 
John Azevedo 
5255 Stevens Creek Blvd.# 196 
Santa Clara, CA 95051 

Cell: (408) 839-3107 

From: Moore, Janis [mailto:JanisM@sanjoseca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 10:40 AM 
To: kirk@savebarec.org 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 

Mr. Vartan, 
The NOP and EIR Public Scoping Meeting Notices for the Westfield Valley Fair EIR were mailed out per the City's Public 
Outreach Policy; however, occupants further away from the project site are also welcome to participate in the environmental 
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process. 
As I indicated in my previous e-mail, I have added your name to the notification mailing list for this EIR. 
As far as the BAREC Project goes, the Valley Fair EIR will include the projected traffic from the City of Santa Clara's BAREC 
Project within the cumulative traffic analysis for the Valley Fair EIR. 
If you have specific comment/questions about the BAREC Project, please contact the City of Santa Clara, whose project it is. 
Thank you. 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcernent 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
T: (408) 535-7815 
F: (408) 292-6055 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 10:23 AM 
To: 'Moore, Janis' 
Cc: erin. morris@sanjoseca.gov; ken. yeager@sanjoseca .gov 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 
Importance: High 

Hello, 

Thank you for the message. I am disappointed that I was not included in any of the original meeting notifications. I am in an 
isolated part of San Jose, surrounded by Santa Clara. I cannot participate in any Santa Clara meetings/discussions because I am 
a San Jose resident, and now, one of the biggest developments in the area is about to take place in walking distance to my house 
and I don't even know about it. VERY FRUSTRATING!!!!! . 

I pay a lot of taxes to San Jose and I would appreciate being informed of what is going on in my neighborhood. It looks like I am 
about 1500 feet from Valley Fair. So does that mean I can even help to scope the EIR? That seems pretty unreasonable. I walk 
around the area a lot and not once have I seen any signs about the EIR or NOP. 

I have some very direct input I want to provide with relation to the property at 90 N Winchester Blvd. (BAREC). I want to 
understand what scope you have taken with that project. I want to understand and give input on what needs to be looked at and 
investigated regarding this property and what may or may not be happening with it. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 

From: Moore, Janis [mailto:JanisM@sanjoseca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 9:35AM 
To: kirk@savebarec.org 
Subject: RE: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 

Mr. Vartan, 
Thank you for your interest in the Westfield Valley Fair environmental process. I am the Environmental Manager for the Westfield 
Valley Fair Environmental Impact Report (EIR), so all questions and comments on the environmental documenUprocess should be 
addressed to me. I have added your name to the mailing list for all notifications for the Valley Fair EIR process and have also 
forwarded your name to Erin Morris, the Project Manager for Valley Fair (and Santana Row) for inclusion within her Project 
notification mailing lists. Questions/comments on the Project itself (File No. H06-027) should be addressed to Erin Morris. 
The Valley Fair EIR is still being written and we do not expect to circulate a Draft EIR for a few weeks. 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated on June 15th notifying agencies, districts, libraries, neighbors within 1000 feet, etc. 
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that an EIR is in the process of being prepared for the proposed Project, and inviting comments on what should be included in the 
EIR analysis. That is where we are in the EIR process at present When the Draft EIR is ready to circulate, we will send out a 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to the same list, plus anyone else who has requested notification. 
You may view the NOP (and the Draft EIR, once it begins public circulation) on the Planning Divisions web site at the following 
link: http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/eirlWestfieldVFNiyFairNOP52306.pdf 
There are several opportunities for agencies and the public to provide input into the EIR process: during the NOP public 
circulation period (from June 16 through July 17, 2006), during the EIR Public Scoping Meeting, which was held on June 19, 2006, 
during the Draft EIR public circulation period and during the EIR certification public hearing process. All of these individual steps 
are noticed per the City's Outreach Policy. 
There are also opportunities for providing input into the Project process itself. You may contact Erin Morris, the Project Manager 
for the Valley Fair Project, at (408) 535-7846 or by e-mail at erin.morris@sanjoseca.gov 
if you have project questions or wish to provide comments on the Project. · 
Please contact me if you have questions, comments or need additional information about the EIR process. 
Thank you. 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
T: (408) 535-7815 
F: (408) 292-6055 
E: j~oJs.mQore@s~DjQ~e_Q~_,gp_y 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Sunday, July 16, 2006 12:57 AM 
To: janis.moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Cc: ken. yeager@sanjoseca .gov; info@savebarec.org 
Subject: Valley Fair EIR and the Santana Row rezoning plans 
Importance: High 

Hi Janis, 

1 just read the Rose Garden Resident and I am hoping that there was a typo. In the June 29th issue it states: 

Janis Moore, a pianner with the city, invited anyone with questions or comments on the EIR to contact her at 
janis.moore@sanjoseca.gov or 408.535.7815. 

This is the first I have heard about an EIR (I assume a draft EIR). Alii have seen is a bunch of community meetings that were 
hosted by Westfield to show what they would like to build. I would like to know the schedule for public comments, input to the city, 
and any other form of legal and required public process with regard to this development. 

Please notify me of any and all meetings, council meetings, education/study sessions, etc. as well as put me on your official email 
and mailing lists for this project. My information is as follows: 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 
kirk@SaveBAREC.org 

1 would also like to be on any official email and mailing list with regard to the changes Santana Row is trying to do. I see there is 
an agenda item in front of the City Council on August 15th. Please let me know the details on that and if there are other materials 
1 can read up on. Use my above information to make me a part of any official notification. 

Please respond with a written confirmation that my above requests have been met. 

Thank you, 

2/12/2007 



Kirk Vartan 

l<irk@savebarec.org 
www.savebarec.org 
888-BAREC-80 
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BAY AREA S LEAST WANTED 

THE DIRTY 
DOZEN Valley 

ONCE AGAIN, MR. ROADSHOW AND HIS READER DEPUTIES MAKE 
THEIR ANNUAL PICKS FOR THE WORST HIGHWAY LOCATIONS 

F;drMall 

THE WORST: 1-280 and 1-880 interchanges 
0 North 1·280 to North 1-880 
Pn)blem: Ot~ lane takes I·280 traffic to north 1·880 or Stevens Creek &tdevard, merging with 
traffic from Highway 17 most headed to VaUey fair and Santana Row. High accident rate. 
Solutiotc Separate lanes to end nasty merge at on-ramp. 
When:: CollStruction could be under way in three years. 

fl South I-880 to I-280 
Problem: A m~wcorner on tlte: Dirty Doten most-despised list. Traffic in 
exit aane spills bad: for a half mile into slow lane onl-680. 
Solut•on Second lane- may be added during reconfiguring of interchange. 
When: Work could begin itt three years. 

!) North 1·280 at 1-880 
Problem: Fr~way narrows to three through~ 
lanes under 1·880 as slow lane disappem. 

Solution: None plannett 
When: it may bE this wa..,· for years. 

AND THE REST 
~~ Hwy.l52 at Hwy.l56 
Problem: Good Samaritans headed east 
on 152 stop to allow westbound traffic 
to tum left onto 156. Sad<ups can extend 
10 miles. On the morning of 1hanksgM!l9 
Day, it took an bout to cover this stretch. 
Solution: Flyover ramp needed. 
When: Construction should begin in the 
spring. 

E) Nortbi-lJBOtoeasti-238. 
Problem: Slow lane from north I..SSO - -
backs up at 4 p.m. on a Sunday! -;~. "!::.;1 

Solution:- :.Vork. just b@gitlning to wlden . - __ m ~<>; 
1~238 to SlX lanes betw~en 1~580 and I~ -_ · 
880; add mcrg~ng Janes on 1·238 and 1-
880 and rebui!d the north r ·880 to south 
[-238 ramp. 
When: Four years before there is relief. 

m Hwy. 85 at Hwy.lOI ----
Problem: Mer;lng woes as motorists 
from 85, 101 and Shoreline Boulevard try 
to reach Old Middlefitr!d Road exit 
Solution: C.vpook!rs trom 85 should lake 
non-carpool ramp to 101 to exit at Old 
Middiefwld, and not try to veer across 
fou-r lanes of trafftc. 

Problem: A tie. Many, many complaints, 
hut heavy-duty construction gets most 
of blame. 
Solution: New lanes, ~w ramps coming. 
When: Hwy. 87 widening wm be 
completed mid-2007; Mission-880 
upgrade: will take two more years 

fl)F.,Ttak ''""at"' Mateo ~ and Dumbarton Bridges , ,.., '"" 
Problem: Not enough of them, and they ~ ~ · • 
aren't ~ng enough. 

Solution: New, l<mger lanes are itt the ~· . 
pia"" 'f""# 
When: April. 

~~~!~.~~!:!~~~d-~.--... ""--'_.·.a. :.; .. -~· .. f traffic eldtiog from tmrth 85 to 237. spiUing 
out into slow lane of 85. • .. ,. 
Solution: Rebuild lnterchange. ~ 
When:- On long~range. 30*year county wish .Vi ~ • 
list For now, take Moffutt BotlkJ.vard exit. ~ '! 

mJ Hwy. 85 at 1·280 
Problem: Rarnp to north I-280 and off­
ramp to FoothUI E11pr~sway are tao dose 
togetber. 
Solution: Flyover ramp to sept~rate traffic 
going to Foothill from I -280. 
When; Anyone's -guess, A decade perhaps. 

[!] Hwy.IOI on Peninsula---'"'"" 
Ptoblem: Carpool lane ends neal' Whipple 
Aveooe in Redwood City. 
Solution: To extend diamond Llne to San 
Frandst:n would require monumental shift 
in state poHcy, which prohibits converting 
existing lane into a diamond lane. 
When: Not in Roadshow's tifetime. 

(EI Narvaez Ave. 
at northbound Hwy. 87 
Problem: Drivers turn from straight-only 
lanes. jammtng: up entranct to freeway. 
Solution: No right turn Otl red sign recemty 
installed, but has many drivers irate. 
Opening new lanes on 87 may ease oYeralf 
commute, 



Santa Clara City Council Meeting March 7, 2006 

While you are getting my handouts, I wanted to acknowledge the ethical behavior 
of Councilmember Mcleod. She has the integrity to identify a potential conflict of 
interest due to her domestic partner's relationship with the BAREC project and 
she recused herself from aii official meetings regarding BARE C. Thank you for 
your honesty. 

At one of the meetings held by the Santa Clara City Staff (I believe it was the 
October 3, 2005 EIR Scoping Meeting), it was said that the SummerHill Homes 
housing proposal would build "like houses." I have taken a picture of every 
house that borders the former BAREC site, 42 houses in total. You will see, only 
four of them (that's less than 10%) have anything above one story, mostly above 
garage add-ons. There is only one house that would be considered a real two 
story house and it is only about 70% the size of what is being proposed in the 
new development. If you look at the overall neighborhood, you will see over 90% 
of the houses are single story, not even with garage add-ons. I have also taken 
pictures of SummerHill Homes' new development (WoodGien) by Westgate/EI 
Paseo Mall in San Jose, houses that are actually smaller than what is being 
proposed for BARE C. Just look at the pictures and judge for yourself. There is 
nothing similar about these houses. There are three attachments for you to look 
at. 

At the City Council meeting on April 26, 2005, some of the Council members 
made statements. I want to address some of them: 

Councilmember Moore: You stated that the lease for Longs over on Winchester 
and Stevens Creek, which you shop at, would be up soon and a "Super Safeway" 
would be put in place. Well, Longs just renewed their lease for another five 
years. 

Councilmember Caserta: You stated: "Where's the money to do this?" If the 
money were there and City funding was not an issue, would you be in favor of it? 
If so, say so. We have a plan to accommodate your financial needs. 

Mayor Mahan: You stated: "The reality is, the property is going to be 
developed ... and there's nothing we can do to stop it. We can't withhold zoning 
arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will bankrupt 
it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the reality of 
it." You further stated to the San Jose Mercury News on January 29, 2006, that 
"We have to be reasonable in allowing rezoning; we can't withhold entitlements 
unreasonably, especially when we can't offer a good alternative." This tells the 
community that if a "good alternative" exists, you would be in favor of it. We have 
one; one that is financially stable and will not negatively impact tax payers. 
Come talk to the SaveBAREC group before you leave your current post as Mayor 

Kirk Vartan's comments www.savebarec.org Page 1 of2 



and run for Santa Clara County Supervisor, District 4 ... a district that BAREC is 
square in the middle of. We can make this a win-win for everyone. 

Councilmember Mathews: You told us about your generations as a native 
Santa Claran ... how your great, great, great grandfather fought in the Civil War. 
You said: "The history that I'm going to make is going to be made today ... to get 
this site developed ... " Well, let's get this site developed, but in the right way. 
Let's look beyond the current pressures of today. Let's think about what your 
great, great, great grandchildren would want. 

Let's take this opportunity to make a difference for generations to come. Take 
the BAREC property and showcase it. Turn it into a Center of Excellence for all 
to see and learn from. Show leadership for California and the nation on how land 
use in urban areas should be balanced. Show how urban agriculture can help 
deliver on the vision of sustainable living. As an agricultural asset, it benefits the 
community more so than any kind of housing development. Look beyond your 
political terms and see how this open space can balance the over crowded 
shopping areas around it (Valley Fair and Santana Row} that exist today. Do not 
overwhelm the area with more housing. This is state land, not privately owned. 
This is land of the people. "We the people" own this land and have the right to 
dictate its future. We are a government Of the People, By the People, and For 
the People. The People want this land to be an agricultural asset. ... just ask 
them. I have. I have over 4,000 signatures of support for keeping this land 
agriculturally zoned and agriculturally used, people from all over the city, state, 
and county. 

Take this opportunity to show leadership. These meetings are uni-
directional... we say something, then you say something. Please engage the 
audience during this meeting and ask us (me} questions so it is not just a bunch 
of one sided arguments. 

Thank you for your time. 

Kirk Vartan 

A quote from a long time resident of Santa Clara: 

"I enjoyed the tomato tasting of BAREC (the AG Center). I was so sad to hear it 
would no longer serve the public. Please preserve it!" 
M. Houston 

Kirk Vartan's comments www.savebarec.org Page 2 of2 



Homes with one story (38 total) 

Page 1 of 6 



Homes with one story (38 total) 

Page 2 of6 



Homes with one story (38 total) 

Page 3 of6 



Hon1es with one story (38 total) 

Page4of6 



Homes with one story (38 total) 

Page 5 of6 



Homes with one story (38 total) 

Page 6 ot6 



Homes with more than one story (4 total) 

Page 1 of 1 



1r 

~.~ l~A~J.~!(~t. ~L~N. t~ .},T~LI~N ··~ 

WINCHESTER 

)J 

SUMMERHILL HO!V[LES~' 

This development is in San Jose 
on Campbell Avenue, by th1~ El 
Paseo Mall 



Compare Existing to Proposed 

These pictures were taken from the 
same relative height (about seven 
feet off the ground). 

These new houses will be more than 
twice as big as the existing hornes. 



Again, look ail the relative size of the 
existing home on the left on Henry vs. a 
SummerHill Home on the right. Use 
the pickup truck as a gauge 
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Is this what you are comparing to 
·· "like houses?" 
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3 of the 4 homes that have more than one floor look 
like the house on the lower left (e.g., simple additions) 
usually above the garage. How does this qualify as a 
similar style to the houses being proposedl? 
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There is no need for this .... just ask 
your citizens ... we have. 

-~/~tl·ley 
. Fair · 
P'arking 

Please contact: http: //www.savebarec.org 



An alternative exists ... one that is proven 
financially stable and is self-sustaining. 

It will serve the community for generations. 
This is just one of many options .. 
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February 12, 2007 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Janis. Moore@ sa njoseca .gov 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

As your email states, today (Monday, February 12, 2007) is the final day for 
public comment on the Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-
027/GP 06-T-04). I have included a number of attachments for you to include in 
your report and will look forward to your office's response to them. I would 
greatly appreciate it if you could be as detailed as possible in your responses. 

I have also included copies of documents and notes regarding the BAREC 
property. Please include them in the public record. It is critical that San Jose get 
involved in saving this property from development. On page 127/128, the Draft 
EIR states that "Trees would also be Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion 128 
Draft EIR City of San Jose December 2006 removed as part of the BAREC 
project; however, it is believed that no trees would be removed as part of the 
Santana Row project." Please define what trees you are referring to and why 
they would be removed on the BAREC property. The BAREC site is across from 
Valley Fair and I do not understand why any resources would be affected by a 
Valley Fair development. 

! did not see any description of how the Dorcich intersection light moving would 
be addressed. How will is affect traffic for the neighbor in Santa Clara? Will now 
infrastructure be needed? Will this be signalized? What about right turn only? I 
do not see any diagrams or pictures of what would happen once the supermarket 
and drug store move. How will that line up with the current light? How will 
Dorcich residents make a left onto Winchester? What happens when the traffic 
builds up? 

What date was the City of San Jose informed about this project (i.e., when did 
you first know that it may or may not occur)? Was the City of Santa Clara a part 
of this discussion? When were the local government agencies informed of this 
proposal, even in an informal setting? Who was told? 

I have provided additional questions and comments in the sections below. 
Please provide as much detail as possible. 



The intersection at Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. 
Regarding the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd., which will be 
severely impacted by the further expansion of Valley Fair. The intersection is 
designated as "protected" meaning no further remediation can be done to the 
intersection and the Level Of Service (LOS) can fall from "D" to "F" with a 
development and only a financial penalty will occur. There are three problems 
with this in regards to this particular intersection: 

1. The intersection is not fully built out. It currently has three areas for right 
turns (Steven Creek headed East, Stevens Creek headed West, and 
Winchester headed North). There is NO right lane on Winchester heading 
South. This is a development that would help the intersection and traffic 
flow. Why is this intersection considered "protected?" The basic 
requirements have not been met. 

2. Once a development like the one Valley Fair is proposing is completed, 
the intersection will get more impacted. I do not think anyone will argue 
this point. Even the slanted analysis in the Draft EIR of this intersection 
shows the intersection falling to "F." There is a clause in the definition for 
this "protected" status that states that the designation of "protected" 
ceases should a development affect more than one traffic light. The Draft 
EIR states that there is a desire to remove the light on Dorcich and 
Winchester. This is a simply ploy to get around the issue of impacting 
more than one light. Further, if that light is not removed, the impact will 
easily migrate to the TWO lights on Winchester and Forrest Avenue, just a 
few hundred yards from the Dorcich light. That is THREE lights that will 
be affected by the increased traffic from a development. 

3. Should the City of Santa Clara proceed with their development of the 
BAREC property, additional residential traffic would be generated and 
even more impact to the intersection would occur. 

Please address each item above and give a more detailed analysis of how traffic 
would flow if lights were NOT removed and how that affects the "protected" 
status of the intersection of Stevens Creek and Winchester Blvd. Further, if the 
City of Santa Clara builds 165 units of senior housing on the property (high 
density), the speed limit will need to be reduced to 25 mph as it is in front of 
Valley Village just Y2 mile north of the Forrest intersection. How have your traffic 
calculations taken this scenario into consideration? 

I would also like to formally challenge the intersection at Winchester and Stevens 
Creek for "protected" status. Please forward this to the appropriate people and 
give the reasons I listed above. I would like to meet with or discuss with the 
appropriate people. 

Parking and traffic during busy times 
As you will see in the attached photograph (I will send in a separate email since 
this email is large and so are the pictures), cars going to the mall impact the 
neighborhood. These pictures were taken on December 23, 2006 and shows the 



many areas where cars will just park. They park in the neighborhood, along 
Winchester (outside of BAREC), along Dorcich, along Forrest, and just about 
everywhere they can. This will only get worse. Only people coming from the 
highway will be able to easily get to the new parking structures, so the 
neighborhood impacts will continue. 

Also, look at the traffic backup on 880 South, 17 North, and San Carlos. This will 
continue until the highway system is fixed. The development should not be 
allowed to proceed until the traffic issues are worked out and the highway 
situation is resolved. If this is not a requirement, you must detail to me how the 
air pollution will be addressed as well as the safety concerns and neighborhood 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods will be addressed. 

Walking ramp over Stevens Creek Blvd. 
I think it is critical to remove as many people from crossing Stevens Creek as 
possible. It is already a problem since all traffic needs to stop fro over a minute 
to let pedestrians cross Stevens Creek to get to Valley Fair or to Santana Row. If 
a walking bridge is installed, pedestrians can easily and safely cross Stevens 
Creek without creating a problem for traffic. There are many ways to implement 
this. You could have a ramp style that is at grade with the street and arches up. 
Or, a better solution would be to make it a flat walking bridge, anchoring into part 
of Macy's or The Cheese Cake Factory (with elevator access for ADA needs and 
a staircase) and go directly over to Crate and Barrel. If private land is an issue, I 
am sure a creative way for a portion of the footprint for the bridge could be made 
to encourage the private owners to do this. On the south side, there is an 
existing open space that could be the touch down point if Crate and Barrel is an 
issue. Again, this is an area for Santa Clara and San Jose to work together to 
create a more pleasant environment for everyone. Look at the bigger picture 
with Santana Row's growth that is occurring at the same time. DO NOT look at 
the Valley Fair Expansion in a bubble. Look at how it impacts the surrounding 
areas and resources and figure out a way to leverage the significant 
development that is going to take place. Valley Fair will grow 35%. That is a lot 
of money for everyone and some of that needs to go back into the community to 
make it more livable for everyone. Long term planning (like keeping pedestrians 
safe, allowing bikes to cross safely, allowing wheelchairs to cross safely, allowing 
seniors to cross safely, etc.) needs to be a key element in the approval of any 
plans. The money exists now and will fund this type of asset to the community. 
It makes sense as is in line with commercial planning. 

Further, please give a detailed air quality study of what the impact is when 1 OOs 
of vehicles every light sit and wait for pedestrians to cross the street. What is the 
impact to the air quality and the atmosphere? What is the impact to wasted 
resources (e.g., fuel)? How much would be saved by installing a walking bridge 
in terms of safety and insurance premiums? Have there been any accidents at 
the Santana Row street intersection? Has anyone been hurt crossing the street? 
One of the elements Valley Fair is adding is MORE walking access to Santana 



Row. This will just make the traffic issue worse since the light will have to be 
longer. Please give exact measurement on the width of the street and how long 
you are allowing people to cross the street at this particular location. I am not 
referring to Stevens Creek and Winchester; I am referring to Santana Row 
(Cheesecake Factory/Macys to Crate and Barrel). What is the impact to the 
people waiting at the crosswalk with all the cars going by and how much exhaust 
and air pollution are they inhaling while waiting to cross the street? 

The need for a balance of Open Space 
The land known as BAREC, located at 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa Clara sits 
directly across from Valley Fair. To draw a parallel to NYC, my home, Central 
Park is 843 acres of the most valuable land in the world. It will never be 
developed. Why? Because the city planners knew how important it was to 
balance development with open space. The same is true here, just on a smaller 
scale. Valley Fair is going to grow to over two million square feet of commercial 
development. Santana Row is going to grow by 20-30% and maybe more the 
Century Theater and neighboring buildings become targets. The BAREC site is 
17 acres of undeveloped, public land. Approval of this development should be 
contingent on creating open space in the area since Westfield will make 
hundreds of millions of dollars from Valley Fair commercial growth. Westfield 
needs to give back to the community and helping to sponsor the preservation of 
this open space would be a great way to do this. Santana Row can help. The 
City of San Jose can help. Grant money can do the rest, but it is critical that 
exploring how this can help offset the massive amounts of traffic and influx of 
vehicles to the area. Once people are out of their cars, parked in one of the two 
new five story parking garages, they can shop and also take a break in an open, 
public space. 

A way Westfield could help fund this would be to create yet another walking 
bridge across Winchester Blvd. This would provide a safe way for people to 
cross Winchester and not stop the flow of traffic. Please provide the impact to 
traffic when people are trying to cross the street and how much does that affect 
traffic flow? What are the air quality issues with that? The walking bridge can 
originate at the existing four story parking structure on Forrest and Winchester 
and drop down direction behind the Veterans building. Again, elevators would be 
provided for ADA and other needs. 

This all leads to how can the City of San Jose leverage the massive growth that 
Westfield wants to do in a primarily residential area. San Jose needs to look at 
the long term effects of this development and acknowledge that traffic will 
increase significantly and do what ever it can to help make that reality more 
palatable for the neighborhood and the general area. Show leadership in 
commercial planning and development There is an approval process for a 
reason and that is to insure all views are considered and the public is looked 
after. No plans are final until San Jose agrees with the plan. Where are the 



plans for how Westfield will embrace the BAREC property if it remains open 
space or becomes a active farm again? 

Highway 280/880/17 interchange 
This intersection is a disaster. During the holidays, it is common for the off ramp 
to Stevens Creek coming south on 880 is backed up past the Bascom exit. This 
is also true from coming north on 17 to Stevens Creek. I have seen the plans the 
county/state are proposing for making this intersection better; however, this plan 
has absolutely nothing to do with Westfield's plan for Valley Fair. Before any 
development occurs at Valley Fair, the highway situation needs to be corrected. 
Period. There should be no negotiation on this point. Before Westfield tries to 
(and will) drive more traffic to their mall, the artery (highway) system needs to be 
fixed. If it takes a couple of years for the state to get it together, so be it. To 
allow for massive commercial development where it is anticipated that an 
additional two five story computerized parking structures will be in complete use 
without a way for traffic to flow to the destination is foolish and irresponsible. If 
you are not going to make the fixing of 880/280/17 a prerequisite to the approval 
of the development, please provide a detailed description on why. How will the 
new traffic be handled? What happens to new traffic that will start flooding the 
area? What happens when Santana Row expands? Will Santana Row's 
development be contingent on highway improvements? Any form of 
development that occurs in this area needs to be predicated on an improved 
ingress and egress system. If one does not exist, you will simply break even 
more and already broken interchange. Refer to the attached document entitled 
"dirtydozen.pdf' where the San Jose Mercury News designates the 880/280/17 
as the top three worst intersections in the Bay Area. How can an application for 
35% growth with the goal of thousands of more vehicles coming to the area be 
approved if the highways that get people to the project site is already broken? 
Why would the city approve something like this without first fixing the problem? I 
know the City of San Jose is not responsible for fixing the highways, but it is 
responsible for making sure the community runs well and is not over-burdened 
with problems. I ask that you provide a contingency on the plans that require the 
highway system be fixed before approval can begin. That will make Westfield 
unhappy, but it will insure that the community is properly serviced by the 
infrastructure. I have already witnessed three major accidents at Cypress Ave 
and Stevens Creek in the past three months. More cars mean more accidents 
and more traffic. Fix the problems before they get worse. Allowing development 
without having the proper infrastructure in place is foolish and not in the citizen's 
best interest. 

Here is a quote from the article: 
http://www.mercurynews.com/mld/mercurynews/16213031.htm 

"Traffic jams at the Interstate 880-280-17-Stevens Creek interchange used to be 
Silicon Valley's unwanted Christmas present, a seasonal sabotage perpetrated 



by thousands of cars converging on the Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping 
centers. 

Now we're getting that gift almost every day, all year long." 

Green/Environmental Issues 
Any future development of the Valley Fair site should be required to use green 
materials and use green power. Westfield is very progressive in how it develops 
its malls, and this should be no different. Solar and green power should be a 
requirement. Sustainable systems (both construction and waste) need to be put 
in place. Remember, any major development requires ALL parts of the mall to 
be brought up to current codes and environmental regulations. Please detail all 
of the environmental improvements that will take place in the new development 
and the existing stores/locations. How will the construction pollution be offset? 
What air quality issues will occur from the construction? 

Traffic Studies 
There is a lot of traffic analysis in this report. Please provide an analysis of past 
traffic projections from the prior Valley Fair expansion and determine if the 
original projections were accurate. Please do the same with the Santana Row 
traffic studies. I mention Santana Row since it is entirely in San Jose so San 
Jose was the lead agency in that development. How accurate were the traffic 
studies. Please be specific and detailed in your explanation. I examined the 
data in the current study, and it shows that the Stevens Creek/Winchester will 
only be minorly affected. Please. Just go out there and look for yourself. Just 
because you have a couple of data points does not make a trend. Further, 
adding a single left turn lane will not fix everything. The intersection is already 
operating below LOS D, something your report does not say. This intersection is 
one of the worst. By taking two feet of curb out to allow for a left turn lane to 
Stevens Creek will not fix the problem. Again, you have some nay "depending 
on the City of Santa Clara" statements that it is almost worthless to give as an 
option. The same for the City of San Jose. The fact is, if the improvements are 
not allowed, the intersection will get worse and the quality of life here will go 
down. If there are no improvements, what are the plans to make it work better? 
Maybe the financial penalties can go towards a walking bridge over both Stevens 
Creek and Winchester. These roads are not safe to cross. Please measure the 
distance from curb to curb, calculate a few different walking patterns (i.e., child, 
teenager, adult, senior, wheel chair, person with walker, person with cane, etc.) 
and determine the amount of time needed to cross the street. Now determine 
how much backup traffic occurs when the needed time is provided to cross 
safely. It cascades. Look at how NYC does traffic studies. If there is a traffic 
jam, for every minute of delay, it cascades to five minute of future delay. It gets 
worse and worse the longer it takes to clear the traffic. Same holds true for any 
flowing system. Traffic that backs up at a light (say Stevens Creek/Winchester or 
Stevens Creek/San Tomas or Stevens Creek/Saratoga) causes multiple 



problems down the line and for a significant time. Please provide this type of 
analysis for how light delays will impact the area. Please give a radius of two 
miles. 

San Jose and Santa Clara working together 
San Jose and Santa Clara need to work closely together on this since the mall is 
in both cities as are many of the intersections. You need to look at ALL of the 
development going on and what the best plan is for the area. Look at Valley Fair, 
Santana Row, and BAREC. Here are three areas that are within a stones throw 
of each other and each one has its own EIR and plan, yet none of them tie into 
each other or relate to each other. Take this opportunity to look at all the 
development activities in the area and see how they can best work together. 
Once these decisions are made, they cannot be changed. You have a unique 
opportunity to insure the area is developed correctly and not haphazardly. Since 
all these development applications are being considered now, look at them 
together and look at the big picture. Look at how this will evolve over the next 
20-50 years .... or the next 200 years. How will you have impacted the area in a 
positive note? I am not suggesting you deny the Valley Fair expansion. I like the 
idea of developing commercial land more effectively and more densely .... I'm 
from NYC, that's what I am used to. Go up, not out. But since all these changes 
are happening at the same time and no one city has control over all parts, it is 
critical that you look at all aspects. Do not rush to make this decision and 
approve the application just because the cities will make lots of money in tax 
revenue and permits. Look longer term than that. You need to explore how the 
area will sustain itself over the long haul.. .. beyond your lifetime .... beyond your 
grand children's children's lifetime. 

There needs to be a balance of development and open space. Push for that in 
all development applications. BAREC is as a resident sated "a no brainer" to 
keep as open space since it is already open space, not developed in any way, 
and public land owned by the state. Look at how Santana Row, Valley Fair, and 
BAREC can build a community .... but also look at how people will come and go to 
the community. If the infrastructure is not correct, all you will have created is a 
mess that will be very costly to fix. And the citizens will be very angry because 
you had the chance to do the right thing. 

So please, do the right thing. 

Regards, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

More views from others in case they did not get to you: 



I am writing to express some of my concerns about the proposed expansion plan 
of valley Fair Mall. The development of Santana Row opposite the Valley Fair 
Mall has put extreme pressure on the traffic and land resources in that section of 
Santa Clara County. Currently the exit ramps off 280 leading to the mall are a 
major hazard area due to single lanes trying to accommodate hundreds of cars at 
all times of the day. Ail of that traffic is heading to the mega complex of combined 
malls at Stevens Creek and Winchester. Any expansion plans need to address 
major changes to the traffic flow BEFORE any expansion should be approved. 
Any commercial expansion in this currently congested area aggravates an 
already dangerous situation. The plan must include cooperative funding with 
state and federal planners to expand and fix the current exit on 280 that 
drastically conflicts with the exits for Route 17 and 880 due to the excessive 
amount of mall traffic blocking that interchange. 

Another concern is that the intensification of commercial building in this area 
MUST be balanced with the development of green spaces for the environmental 
health of your community. Currently the open space at the former BAREC site 
would provide an excellent balance to this extreme commercial development. I 
am requesting that the plan for expansion include incorporating the development 
of the BAREC land for community green space. Currently the only municipality 
that opposes the use of this land for green space is the Santa Clara City Council. 
Their rationale for opposition is that there is no funding for green space 
development. The San Jose City Council and District 6 are in favor of sourcing 
funding to develop the BAREC land as a green space. I would strongly urge that 
one of the stipulations of the expansion plan is to get Santa Clara, San Jose, 
state and county municipalities to join together to fund the development of 
BAREC as a green space to balance the concentration of commercial 
development in this area. As an area resident I know how important it is to 
provide balanced areas of green space amid the commercial development. 

And some comments by others in case they did not make it to you: 

Dear Ms. Moore 

Valley Fair expansion? 

Valley Fair? What Valley? What Fair? It looks like many just like the $ound of 
those names but completely ignore the deeper meaning of the words. And what 
"expansion" is that? Income perhaps? On the other hand, to leave BAREC as an 
open community space IS the true expansion; a reminder of a true valley and a 
fair. 

And why at BAREC? Don't we have already enough empty structures to occupy? 



For year I have observed how the many, empty industrial/corporate buildings that 
populate our old orchards continue to gather dust, while new and old powerful 
companies continue to erect new structures, seemingly oblivious to the reality 
that surrounds us all, those empty carcasses lefts after the dot.com bust. None of 
these corporate and commercial monsters seem to find value in the perfectly 
constructed buildings in perfectly maintained land. 

How is this possible? Why is it that the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, 
the county, the state, do not regulate this wild out-of control activity? 

What is this hunger to continue to cover with cement and concrete places like 
BAREC? What is next? The hills between San Jose and Santa Cruz? Why not a 
big, long mall there? Perhaps we just don't have enough $200 sweaters to clothe 
our population ... 

Please, allow the green space at BAREC to remain so, as an open community 
space, free of sales signs and artificial fashionable perfumes. 

This land of ours is precious and not meat to be sold to the best bidder nor to the 
most awesome promise of riches. 

This land we own needs room to breathe and remind us all where we come from 
and where we'll end up. Who wants to lie down under smelly shops and numb 
shoppers hunting for the latest toy to keep them unconscious? Don't we all 
dream of the eternal nigh under trees and flowers? 

Well? 

Let the garden be! 

Sincerely, 

Andres F. Cathalifaud 
San Jose. CA 



Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

info@savebarec.org 

Page 1 of 1 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06w027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- photos part 2 

Importance: High 

Attachments: photo 2006 enlargement.doc 

February 12, 2007 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
J em!§ .Mqore@.§9.Jli.osec<i!~gQ¥ 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

Here is the second of two photos for you to look at. It shows a close up of the Valley Fair area and the parking issues around the 
neighborhood. If you want hard copies. I can send them as well. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

2/12/2007 



Bay Area Research & Extension Center 
Santa Clara, California Photo taken December 2006 



Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com} 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

info@savebarec.org 

Page 1 of 1 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- photos part 1 

Attachments: photo 2006 aerial.doc 

February 12, 2007 

Janis Moore, Planner II 
Janis.Moore@sanjoseca.gov 
Environmental Review Section 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
200 E. Santa Clara Street, Tower, 3rd Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

Here is the first of two photos for you to look at. They show the Valley Fair area on December 23, 2006. As you can see, the 
traffic is piled up and backed up along 880 south, 17 north, San Carlos to Stevens Creek, and people are parked all over the 
neighborhood. Please make sure you place this in the EIR and detail how these issues will be addressed. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

2/12/2007 



Bay Area Research & Extension Center 
Santa Clara, CA Photo taken December 2006 



Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

info@savebarec. org 

Page 1 of2 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 7 

Importance: High 

Attachments: 90nwinchester-package-mailer -may-2006. pdf; bac-vartan. pdf 

more details on BAREC 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Sunday, July 23, 2006 10:33 PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org'; 'legal@savebarec.org' 
Subject: Comments on the BAREC DEIR and RDEIR 
Importance: High 

Hi Gloria, 

I have a few requests and comments as follows: 

Request: 
The notice of availability for the RDEIR was made by Kevin Riley on July 20, 2006. However, as of July 23, 2006, the city web 
site does not have any updates. I do not feel the 45 day period should start if your letter entitled "Public Notice of Availability" 
states that the web site is a way to get the information and it is not there. The date should start when the City of Santa Clara 
posts the information online. Can you please check with the City Attorney to determine if it is lawful to start the clock if all methods 
stated for viewing the content are not met? 

Comments/Requests: 

1. Please forward the planning commission the attachment entitled "Here's the Package." The file attached is: 90nwinchester­
package-mailer-may-2006.pdf. I am asking that you include this in public comments as the proposed developer sent this to Santa 
Clara citizens. I spoke to numerous people about this and one person who signed our petition to keep the zoning as agriculture 
stated she thought this mailing was from the City of Santa Clara, and the scare tactics sentence in the mailer prompted her to 
send in the postcard. The sentence I refer to is the one which states that by not approving this development plan, the state can 
do whatever it wants with the land without anyone's input. While this may be technically true, the way it is presented and the way 
the postcard is created (i.e., showing support for the project only) is misleading and something that the City should not condone. I 
feel the City should make a public statement that it has not sent out any mailers or propaganda of any kind and that it does not 
support any private activity to do so. -,, 

2. Regarding the mailer listed above (90nwinchester-package-mailer-may-2006.pdf), the title of the group who sent this out is "The 
Community at 90 N Winchester." The developers know very well the name of the proposed project is Santa Clara Gardens, so 
why would they deliberately change the name? The only explanation is to confuse the public. These underhanded tactics does 
not foster educating the public or help the community make an informed decision. As a government body tasked with protecting 
the public and looking out for its well-being, the City should release a memo or letter stating that they have nothing to do with this 
mailing. 

3. I am attaching a copy of the Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAG) presentation I gave last month (bac-vartan.pdf). Please forward 
it to the planning commission, the city council, and enter it into the public record for this project. I would also like the city staff to 
explore how this might be beneficial to the city, if I am allowed to make such a request. 

4. I saw the Historical and Landmarks Commission meeting minutes posted on your website. They do not appear accurate. The 
original one you sent me differs significantly in the area where I presented to them. It shows the motion that was made as failing, 
but it does not show that it was still a majority (3-2) and how the people voted. This is critical information and Santa Clara citizens 

2/12/2007 



Page 2 of2 

should know how their commission voted. Could you change this please and let me know when this is done? 

I downloaded the document from your website at: 
http;llwww.&L~_antp_::t:;t;IJ:~-Cc;tJJS/g_ctfl!!linJJt.es/H istoric:.<!lb:~..D_Q m<¥1<:§~2 006j)6Qj_,pdf 

5. Please ask the planning commission to watch the last City Council meeting (July 18, 2006). In it, our group gave a ten minute 
presentation to the City Council on the benefits of retaining agriculture land in the City of Santa Clara, the reasons why the City 
would want to keep agriculture land in Santa Clara, the benefits of an educational urban farm, and examples of successful urban 
farms. It was agenda item 88. I would also like to request that they view the public comment section where I spoke (the latter 
part of agenda item 11 ). There was also another speaker in this section, Brian Everette, who spoke on urban farming that he 
does on his property in San Mateo. I think it is critical that everyone on the planning staff (both city staff and commissions) see 
this presentation so that the mystery of having agriculture in city limits is better understood and how other cities are taking it very 
seriously. 

Please let me know that you received this and the attachments properly. 

Thank you very much for your time, 

Kirk Vartan 
~irK@§~.Y~b.ar~_c_,QJ.9 
www. savebarec. org 
888-BAREC-80 

2112/2007 





Altordable senior Housing, Single Famnu Homes, 
ii Public ParH & Landscaped oardans 

! A GOOD PACKAGE FOR A BETTER SAnTA CLARA 
I . 

.Following more than five years of public meetings 

involving several hundred local residents and a 

thorough and complete Environmental Impact 

Report, the City of Santa Clara's Planning Commission 

and City Council ,.vill soon review the proposed 

Community at 90 North Winchester. 

Across from Valley Fair Mall, the 17 acre site is 

a former UC Agricultural Research & Extension 

Center (BARE C) that was phased out of usage 

and listed as a surplus property in 200 l. 

Tiie State is now selling the fenced-off land 

to generate additional funds for the State and 

provide needled housing and a public park for 

Santa Clara residents. 



"The Communitv at 90 North Winchester has been planned as a 
' . 

housing professionals. After gathering input from neighbors 

and the broader community, the proposal includes the 

following components: 

r;:.l:'; \ 

-.t(iJl-62 affordable housing units for independent seniors 

with 2.5 acres oflandscaped gardens 

~·.'.:;- . ifl7 A one acre public park for nearby 

famHies 

~)':'; 

-{QJ Tightly regulated environmental 

clean-up to meet strict government 

standards 

'~;-ifi111 0 single family homes to support 

Santa Clara's economy and workforce 

tf<f: ; lfi7 Pedestrian-friendly community 

located near shopping 

Rejection of the package could mean that the 

State of California can choose to develop the 

property for its own uses, with or without local 

government and community oversight. 

Approval of this package by the City Council 

r-------~~~~~~~--~~~ 

will ensure that the community becomes a reality, and Santa Clara 

residents continue to have a say over development on the site. 



We want your input on this important issue. Please fill 

out and return the card below with your comments or 

questions regarding this community. 

For more information, visit www.90NWINCHESTER.coJn 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

CITY STATE ZIP 

PHONE EMAIL 

I will: [J Support the project. You may use my narhe along with other supporters. 

D .Attend a public meeting to offer support. D Write a letter in support of the project. 

Please write your comments or questions below then drop in the mail and we will get back to you 

soon via phone or email. 



The Community at 90 North \Vinchester 

P.O. Box 2712 

Santa Clara, CA 95055 

Place 
Stamp 

Here 

l 
! 



~n1e Community at 90 North Winchester 

P.O. Box 2712 

Santa Clara, CA 95055 

****************ECRLOT* 

SANTA CLARA CA 95050-
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BAC Presentation on BAREC 
Land Possibilities 

By Kirk Vartan 

kirk@SaveBAREC.org 

June 28, 2006 
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• Possible ingress/egress point for bikes to VTA 
• Mass transit connections for bikers 
• Potential connection to hi-tech in Santa Clara from other cities 
• Possible destination for bikers, rest area, secure storage for malls trips 
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• Options for connecting Lawrence to the Mall or 1-880 
• Linking directly to Los Padres 
• Another reason to extend San Tomas Aquinas trail to Los Padres 



Opportunities for Public Land 

• Bike destination/resting point 
• Nourisnment/refreshment for travelers 
• Direct link to a VTA bus hub 
• Extend bike trails access to a single bus 

ride; encourage more bike usage 
• Utilize public space for secure storage of 

equipment (e.g., bikes) 
• Encourage biking to work to hi-tech firms 

from distances farther than 6-8 miles (VTA 
can get you to a manageable distance) 



Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

Page 1 of4 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 3 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Kevin-Reilly-feb-13-2006.doc; signed-petition.jpg 

More follow-up .... 

From: Kirk Vartan (SaveBAREC) [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 2:52PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Subject: FW: BAREC follow-up. Please forward to Ian Champeny 
Importance: High 

Here ya go. Thanks for helping. 

-Kirk 

From: Kirk Vartan (SaveBAREC) [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Thursday, Aprll13, 2006 2:47PM 
To: 'Pianning@ci.santa-clara.ca.us' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org' 
Subject: BAREC follow-up. Please forward to Ian Champeny 
Importance: High 

Hi Jan, 

It was great speaking with you on Sunday at the Farmers' Market. We will actually be at the Santa Clara Farmers' Market this 
Saturday (Franklin Square) and will be suspending our booth at Santana Row for a month or so while this process is going on so 
that Santa Clarans can get informed more easily. I'll include a bunch on information in this email, but rather than attaching a lot of 
documents, I will include links off of our web site: www.savebarec.org. Ail information and updates are on that site. 

As I mentioned when we spoke, Linda and I met with Kevin Riley on February 13, 2006. We presented a fair amount of 
information to him and left him with some documentation (attached since it is not posted on the web site}. Carol McCarthy is also 
fully aware of our efforts here. We believe the preservation of prime farmland in the area is something that should be on the 
minds of everyone, especially city planners and council members. This is the last piece of Prime Farmland in Santa Clara as 
shown in the Draft EIR. An unavoidable and significant impact to any housing project on this land is the elimination of 17 acres of 
Prime Farmland in California, California's highest land designation. 

There are many reasons to keep this land as an agricultural asset to the citizens, but an argument that is really a no-brainer is 
thinking about the future of the city and the community. Just think about what will happen to food prices and availability when fuel 
costs reach $10/gallon or more. Most of our produce comes from places all over the world, even in this area. Even getting food 
from a place a close as Gilroy takes energy, energy that could be saved if some of that produce is grown locally. Urban 
agriculture is a proven way to help scale cities and communities in a way that helps sustain them, providing much more than food 
alone, including education, open space, children's areas, etc. Still, getting back to the "no-brainer" point, growing food locally 
allows for the public to get food more easily and cost effectively. When you localize food, you provide for the community. 

This is public land and should serve a public need. Housing (all types) will always be needed, no one is denying that; however, 
there is plenty of land that has residential facilities on it and is already zoned for this purpose. Why is this land so needed for 
housing? Could it be because it is financially desirable? Maybe, but public assets have a higher purpose and the government 
(local, state, and federal} are supposed to serve the public the best they can. Is housing in the "public's best interest?" I think 
not. As I said, there are many issues besides the common sense ones I am trying to communicate. If we just take some time to 
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think about the long term aspects of this (think in terms of 5, 10, 100 generations from now), the paper arguments for any housing 
on prime farmland does not make sense. We need to not simply react to the current need for housing everywhere and think about 
the long term implications for the future. When the Prime Farmland is gone, it never returns. 

Here are some items of interest that I would like to direct your attention to. I broke them into five sections: 

Section 1: 

http://www.savebarec.org/letters-to-all.html 

This page above has many of the documents I had at the Farmers' Market. The ones I would specifically call your attention to are 
in the "Background Documents and Summaries" section of the page. I encourage you to read the letters and flyer too, but I want 
to explain the items in this section: 

1. EIR- Prime Farmland. This document is a compilation of pages from the Draft EIR text where Prime Farmland is referenced, 
usually talking about the destruction of it. There are a couple of sections highlighted that show some information that is really to 
the point and one section that is frankly dead wrong. I want to point this one out to you specifically. It is on page 9 of my 
document (page 4-7 in the Draft EIR). It states: " ... it is likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to farm because of 
its proximity to urban development and the limited size of the site." They are basically stating two things here: 1. That because of 
the urban density, you can't farm this land economically, and 2. That the site is too small to farm. This leads me to a document on 
this page called Fairview Gardens {hllp..;.ll.ww'l(.fairviewgardens.org). I have listed the document below, but in summary, it is an 
urban farm (much like BAREC) that is in the middle of serious density in southern California. It is profitable and serves to 
community, thus proving the first point false. It is 12.5 acres, 30% smaller than BAREC, thus proving the second point false and 
nullifying the entire section. There is also another example right here in Santa Cruz. The Center for Agroecology and Sustainable 
Food Systems (CASFS}, part of UC Santa Cruz, has a 25 acre plot where they have an urban farm. The model we have for our 
suggested design (http://www.savebarec.org/docs/barec-land-use-option.pdD is based on their financially stable and profit 
generating model. Many designs could exist, these are just two proven, non-tax burdening examples. 

2. RAW- Dieldrin Cleanup. This document is a compilation of pages from the Draft RAW text where dieldrin is mentioned and 
the process for clean up is listed. There are some pretty outrageous claims, like "the truck will never enter a residential 
neighborhood." That's absurd ... the site is surrounded on three sides by residences. How do they expect to get the dirt out of the 
property? They have to truck it off the lot, there-by going through a residential neighborhood. No where does the report talk 
about non-excavating options such as phytoremediation and bioremediation, natural and organic ways to fully clean the soil. 
These methods do not require removal of the soil and will not risk public health by disturbing mass quantities of soil and typically 
cost 20-80% less than excavation. 

It is really unfortunate that these two documents (the Draft EIR and the Draft RAW) are so slanted to developing the land and not 
being objective. I guess this happens when the State selects the agency that creates a report for disposing of their own land. 

3. Fairview Gardens. This document is what I referred to above. It is a 100+ year old farm that had the city grow up around it. It 
is very similar to what has happened in this area, and more specifically, BAREC. It is a prime example of how urban agriculture 
works in an urban setting. Ideally, we should be looking at the county level and place strategic urban agriculture centers in 
neighborhoods {not 17 acres, but more like .5- 1 acre plots). These centers would be financially self-sufficient and serve the local 
communities around them. 

4. Dieldrin and Cancer. This is a document that shows how this banned pesticide is linked to breast and reproductive organ 
cancer. There are over 20 documented cases where breast c,ancer is within 800 feet of this property. 

5. Intel Deed Restriction. This shows a site in Santa Clara (17 acres) where similar chemicals were in the soil and a deed 
restriction was placed on the property so that it could not be used for any form of housing. 

Section 2: 

Quotes from people that are pretty telling, including the Mayor of Santa Clara. There are also some very informative quotes 
describing the process and status: 
http://www. savebarec.org/docs/barec-useful-guotes. pdf 

Section 3: 
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Here is a web page with lots of information about BAREC from a Council Meeting where I placed BAREC on the agenda on April 
26, 2005. I have the entire session captured on video and cut it up so you can look at specific items (also, the entire uncut version 
is available on the site). I also extracted quotes Planning Director Goodfellow made as well as council members and the Mayor. 
The quotes are linked directly to the video ... word for word. 
http://www.savebarec.org/index-sc-council.html 

Section 4: 

CALIFORNIA CODES: CIVIL CODE· SECTION 815 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov click on California Law, check Civil Code ... type in 815, and click search. It is most likely this first item. It 
states: 

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of 
land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or 
open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets 
of California. The Legislature further finds and declares it to be 
the public policy and in the public interest of this state to 
encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to 
qualified nonprofit organizations." 

This is a direct quote. It is in the State's best interest to preserve this land as directed by the Civil Code. BAREC meets three if 
not four of these conditions. If we can halt this sale by keeping the zoning "agriculture," we can then appeal to the State to work 
with a non-profit (we have identified three) to make this conservation easement happen .. .like Fairview Gardens has done. Again, 
it is something that seems to be a no-brainer. 

Section 5: 

We made a presentation to County Supervisor Jim Beall on September 16, 2005. It is a very good view of the situation and what 
can be done to make it better: 
http://www .savebarec.org/docs/su pervisor -iim-beall-sept -16-2005. pdf 

I know this is a lot of information and you all have your hands full with 1,500+ pages of Draft EIR and Draft RAW, but we all need 
to make sure we understand all the forces here, because once the Prime Farmland is gone, it is gone forever. I hope the 45 days 
is enough time for you to review the entire 1 ,000+ page Draft EIR and the 30 days is enough time to review the entire 400+ page 
Draft RAW. I think it is crazy to have both circulating at the same time. It distracts everyone. There is too much to read and 
digest. To expect the public to read all these pages and sections in 45 (or less) days is just insane. I don't know how your office 
is doing it and still able to do your normal work load. I think it would be good to get an extension so we have more time to do 
thorough reading of it. · 

The last thing I will leave you with is something that I heard from the City Council when the Binding Arbitration agenda item came 
up this past Tuesday. They are delaying their decision on doing something because they want to get community involvement in 
something important. They want feedback and to educate the public. This is very encouraging. I would suggest the same 
diligence be done here ... even though the City wants part of the land for itself. This is a far reaching project and the citizens 
deserve to know what is going on. I have attached a copy of the petition we are having people sign to show how our grass roots 
effort has broad community support. We have around 4,000 signatures to date. I'd be happy to share this all with you. We are 
not talking just the neighbors ... we are talking all over the city and even the state. I am suggesting that the City really go out and 
poll the people to learn what they want, because once the zoning changes, there is no going back. Why rush this? We have 
spoken to the citizens and the vast majority are not in favor of the proposed housing projects. Just ask them, please. 

Thank you for your time. If you ever want to meet or have us come down and present to the City Staff of to other officials, we will 
do so at anytime. We really want our information to be shared by everyone. Unlike the private SummerHill meetings that take 
place, we want to encourage open communication with everyone. We'd gladly have a debate with SummerHill, Charities Housing, 
the City and others on the merits of the project and the value of the land in different uses. We believe 1 00% that our direction, 
while it is not necessarily the easy one, it is the right one ... and we will speak with anyone and anytime to share our views and 
discuss the options. Please feel free to call me anytime. 

Cheers, 

-Kirk 
}5.lr!s@savebar~c:;.Qrg 
www.savebarec.org 
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Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org; 
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org) 

GoalsNision 
• Overview of SaveBAREC and Friend of BAREC 
• Sustainable living vision 
• How urban agriculture delivers sustainable living for a community 
• Elevate BAREC to a pedestal...stand behind it and show how it leads the way 

to the future ... look at the attached LA article 
• Be the "Center of Excellence" for how urban communities can live sustainably 
• Based on UC Santa Cruz's Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food 

Systems (CASFS) proven, financially stable, educational, non-profit model 
· • Non-tax burden to the citizens 
• Integration with K-12 and universities 
• Centrally located to many schools and easy to get to 
• Already in a area that is a destination 
• Community education center for urban food production and non-toxic 

landscaping techniques for home gardeners and professionals (the 
community) 

• All year round organic produce sold locally and at Farmers' Markets 
• Solves the lack of open space in Santa Clara county District 4 
• Capture all the history 
• First step in the Santa Clara Valley economic relocalization of food and 

resources in response to imminent peak in world oil and natural gas supplies. 
o Rapid escalating food prices will naturally occur due to our 

dependency on cheap energy to grow and transport food 
o Much more planning for Peak Oil needs to occur and soon 

Action plan 
• ViVA offer to purchase land at agricultural zoned price ($10K- $20Kiacre) 

o http://www.savebarec.org/docs/viva-barec-purchase-offer-june-29-
2005.pdf 

• GCRCD's letter to the State of California requesting to take control of the land 
o http://www.savebarec.org/docs/gcrcd-letter-2005.pdf 

• ViVA (or other non-profit) to run operation/facility 
• California Civil Code, Section 815- see attached 
• Quotes from Mayor Mahan (April 26, 2005 meeting and January 29,2006 SJ 

Mere. Newspaper article) and Council Member Caserta (April26, 2005 
meeting) - see attached 

• The city can stop this sale. Then we can look at how the land can be used 
effectively in this city 

• Over 3,500 signatures from people all over support this vision 
• Key: Not state, county, city, nor university run ... community based non-profit 

February 13, 2006 www .savebarec.org Page 1 of4 



Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org; 
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org) 

Opportunity for SJ and SC to collaborate: 
o The bus hub and parking structure can be used for access to the site 
o An organic restaurant could be placed on the top of the Valley Fair 

parking structure overlooking the farm, where the food came from, as 
well as the mountains 

o A walking bridge can be constructed from the parking structure to the 
property (over Winchester), eliminating any potential traffic hazards, 
pedestrian accidents, and traffic concerns. 

Other things that need to happen regardless: 
• Soil clean up 
• General plan amendment 
• Examination of neighbors' illnesses 
• Plan for addressing Peak Oil & Natural Gas for this region and its cities 

February 13, 2006 www.savebarec.org Page 2 of 4 



Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org; 
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org) 

Quotes relevant to discussion. More compete set at: 
http://www.savebarec.org/docs/barec-useful-quotes.pdf 

"If the county will step forward and say we will join with the City of Santa Clara 
and purchase some of that [land] or if the City of San Jose wanted to contribute, 
it would be marvelous. To have 17 acres reserved as open space would be 
magnificent. I do not know that anyone of us sitting here today would argue that 
fact." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, October 21, 2004 on Comcast 
TV's "Environmental Concerns" 

'We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a 
lawsuit that will bankrupt it. .. and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to 
say, that's just the reality of it." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, April 26, 2005 at the Santa 
Clara City Council Meeting 

"We have to be reasonable in allowing rezoning; we can't withhold entitlements 
unreasonably, especially when we can't offer a good alternative." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, as quoted in The Valley 
section of The San Jose Mercury News, January 29, 2006 

"I know there's a park; I'd like to see it be a little bit bigger. But, I think that 
neighborhood needs a park." 
"On that Safeway across the street. .. I heard the lease on that Longs, urn, when 
that comes up, they are going to make that a Super Safeway." 

Santa Clara Council Member Kevin Moore, April 26, 2005 at the Santa 
Clara City Council Meeting 

~Note: 2006 - Longs just renewed their lease. 

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE 
SECTION 815 

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of 
land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or 
open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets 
of California. The Legislature further finds and declares it to be 
the public policy and in the public interest of this state to 
encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to 
qualified nonprofit organizations." 

February 13, 2006 www.savebarec.org Page 3 of4 



Agenda for Kevin Reilly and SaveBAREC.org (Kirk Vartan, kirk@savebarec.org; 
Linda Perrine, linda@savebarec.org) 
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affordable senior project on site, a portion these funds allocated for land 
purchase and the remainder to be allocated to a partnership with two non-profit organizations for the 
proposed construction of the affordable senior housing. The two non-profits are Charities Housing and 
the Santa Clara Methodist Retirement Foundation. 

The City and State staffs began land purch;,se discussions in 2002, and were tryinQ to complete the 
ne9oti"tions in 2004 when a bud9et trailer bill impacted the State's ability to sell the land for less than 
fair market value, essentially halting the negotiations for this ;~ffordable senior housing project. The 
project would not have been feasible if the property had to be purchased at market value, The 
provisions of the budget trailer bill that were placed into effect in 2004 expired as of June 30, 2005, 
and the purchase by the Agency was c,ornpleted with the support and assistance of Senator Elaine 
Alquist (see below). The State has entered into an agreement to sell ten acres of the project site to a 
housing developer for single-family homes. A one·acre park is proposed for the remainder of the 
site. 

Special thanks to Senator Alquist, who helped ensu"' that the sale would take place by introducing 
Senate Bdl 472 in FebNary 2005, tlo "'qui"' the State to honor it. long-standing practice of seUing 
surplus statio land tlo local government. at below market value for the public good. In addition to 
introducing SB 472, Senator Alquist pi'Ovided assistance and facilitation that led to the signing of the 
purchase agNement.. 

City, just north of the retail properties on Stevens 
Blvd. 

The City's P.edevelopment Agency Affordable Housing Fund is utilizing $20 million of its Affordable 
Housing Fund to purch~se the six acres at a below-market rate, and to help pay for construction of a 
proposed affordable housing project for seniors. The affordable senior housing project would be built 
under a partnership with two non-profit organizations: Charities Housing and the Santa Clara 
Methodist Foundation. Of the remaining eleYen acres, one acre is proposed for a public park and ten 
acres are proposed for the construction of single·family residential housing by a developer. 

8ackoround 
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Moore, Janis 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Attachments: 

l!!f~ 
~ 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 
Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 
'Moore, Janis' 
Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments­
BAREC comments part 1 

High 

Untitled Attachment; sc-draft-eir-letter-apr-24-2006.doc 

Untitled Attachmentc-draft-eir-letter-apr 
24-200 ... 

1 
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Moore, Janis 

I am sending you additional comments I made into the BAREC Draft EIR as there were many problems with it. Please include 
them in this EIR and comment on the points made. 

Thank you and please respond via email that all the information has been received. 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

From: Kirk Vartan (kvartan) 
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 4:50PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org' 
Subject: BAREC (Santa Clara Gardens) Draft EIR comments 
Importance: High 

Gloria Sciara 
Project Manager 
City of Santa Clara 
Planning Division 
1500 Civic Center Drive 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

RE: BAREC (proposed Santa Clara Gardens) Draft EIR comments 

Dear Ms. Sciara, 

I am writing this letter to express my deep concern for the quality and integrity of the current Draft EIR that 
has been created by EDAW. It is clear to me that they are under the direction of the State agencies and 
have not provided a complete and well rounded view on the conditions and impacts for a project of this sort. 
The most disturbing things I have seen in this document is the clear lack of alternative solutions, other than 
the development proposed by the City of Santa Clara and SummerHill Homes. An Environmental Impact 
Report is supposed to provide an objective view of the current conditions as well as any and ALL impacts 
and alternatives to the land at hand. Also, the title the developer picked for this project is a joke and 
insulting: Santa Clara Gardens. And what "gardens" are they exactly referring to? Oh, I know, the gardens 
that are going to be destroyed will be remembers by the name or it is trying to deceive the public into 
thinking that a garden type development will occur. By turning a 17 acre piece of public agriculture land in to 
one acre public park is laughable. The City of Santa Clara should not even allow a name as deceiving as 
Santa Clara Garden be used in a non-garden proposal. It is deceptive and downright wrong. People who 
know nothing about the project will think that a garden is being created when it is the polar opposite. 

There are so many issues with the report, that I will simply start in and talk about the first and most obvious 
one: destruction of prime farmland. The Draft EIR makes many references to the fact that this land is Prime 
Farmland. Specifically, page 4-6, states: "Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis the entire site 
is considered Prime Farmland." Based on this statement and the ones that lead up to it, the entire 17 
acre plot of land is Prime Farmland, the highest designation for farmland based on what the California 
Department of Conservation (CDC) defines in the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). Of 
the four types of farmland (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Local Importance {CDC 2001), Prime Farmland is the most desirable for farming. These 
designations are based on "a particular set of criteria related primarily to soil type and the availability of 
water" (page 4-5 in the Draft EIR). The BAREC 17 acres is classified as Prime Farmland. To be clear, 
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Prime Farmland is defined on page 4-5: 

Prime Farmland is defined by CDC as "the best combination of physical and chemical features to sustain 
long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to produce sustained high yields" (CDC 2001). 

In section 7.3 on page 7-5, the section No Project Alternative - Current Zoning makes a number of claims 
that are not only misleading, they are simply false. For example, it states: 

Further, because the site is completely surrounded by urban development, the establishment of a ranch or 
dairy would be unlikely because of conflicting adjacent land uses, and would require additional approvals 
from the City. Therefore, this alternative assumes that the site would be developed with active farming, 
nursery, and greenhouse uses. It is likely that new structures would be constructed under this alternative to 
support proposed uses, and that heavy equipment {e.g., tractors, plows, forklifts) would be used as part of 
site operations. In the event the State sought to develop the site with other uses, the State would first be 
required to comply with CEQA for any new proposal. Because the project site would not be sold to private 
developers, funding would not be available for the clean up of contaminated soils on the site. 

These statements are just plain silly. It is stating that since it is not being used for this particular private 
development, that all the existing problems of soil clean-up could not be funded and the site would remain 
contaminated. Further, it is stating that any type of farming is unlikely. What is this based on? What data 
have you gathered as to who or what entities could utilize this land as an active public farm? I know the 
SaveBAREC grass roots organization has approached at least three different non-profit organizations that 
would do just this ... turn it into a working farm. This also includes the citizens of Santa Clara. So why would 
you think the City of Santa Clara would not want to make this into a working farm if that is what the citizens 
wanted ... and something that would not cost the City millions of dollars. Why would you make these 
claims? They are simply ignorant. 

In section 7.3.1 -Environmental Analysis, subsection Land Use (still under a No Project Alternative}, it 
states: 

This alternative would eliminate the project's significant and unavoidable prime farmland impact as the 
project site would continue to be used for agricultural operations. 

Meaning, that non proceeding with the proposed project and going with an agriculturally based one allows 
for the perseveration of one of California's most valuable resources: Prime Farmland. 

In Section 6, Other CEQA-Mandated Sections, sub-Section 6.1, many "Significant Unavoidable Impacts" 
exist. The one that cannot be hidden in rhetoric or the thousands of pages is this simple fact listed on page 
6-1: 

· "Impact 4.1.2: Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The project would involve development 
of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of 
farmland to urban uses would be a significant impact. 

No feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural uses." 

Again, to be clear, while this statement tries to minimize the significance of this UNAVOIDABLE AND 
UNMITIGATABLE IMPACT by saying that there are two kinds of land, this same document already stated in 
two sections earlier (page 4-6) that the entire plot of land is Prime Farmland. So, what this impact means is 
that 17 acres of Prime Farmland will be destroyed, never to return. Period. No maybes or it could be found 
somewhere else; it says "No feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses." Meaning, once it is gone, it is gone forever. This is 
something that our future generations will notice. Think a bit further than the next 5-1 0 years or 5-10 political 
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elections .... think about the next 5-10 generations or 50 generations. Will generic housing on Prime 
Farmland be the biggest concern or will the actual Prime Farmland be needed? We all know this discussion 
has gone on for a few years now, but let's not rush things. Sure, three years may seem like a lot, but not in 
terms of 300 years or more. Our country is only 200 years in terms of what we have done with it. We are 
seeing all kinds of problems with the way we develop land and communities. Why not take a bit more time 
and invest some energy into exploring ALL the alternatives. The purpose for public land is to serve the 
public. Have you examined all the alternatives as to how the public can best benefit from this land? Have 
you looked more than 5-10 years out? If so, what conclusions have you drawn? What rational and 
justification have you provided that shows that housing on this last piece of Prime Farmland in Santa Clara 
is better for the long term growth of the community? If you do not have this data, why not? You owe it to the 
pubic to do this kind of due diligence in making a permanent decision such as this. Look at home much 
effort you are putting into the Police and Fire Fighter's Binding Arbitration decision. That is a Charter 
Change and deserves a lot of attention. However, in reality, Charters can be amended time and time again. 
If you change the zoning of this land and allow for ANY form of housing on this land that is residential in 
nature (i.e., senior housing and private developer housing), you will be making a decision that can NEVER 
be changed. The decision is final. Don't you think that deserves more careful thought and exploration. Why 
rush it? SO what if it take another six months or a year, in the big picture, that is almost unnoticeable ... 
except to the private developers that want to make $50M+ on the housing deal. And don't use the excuse of 
needing the tax revenue, because we have heard "The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is 
costly to maintain it" directly from the Santa Clara Director of Planning, Geoffrey Goodfellow, at the 
Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003. This was further confirmed by Terry Trumbull on the 
October 21, 2004 Comcast TV show "Environmental Concerns," where Mayor Mahan was also present, 
when he stated: "Housing is a dead bang looser for income. In the United States we have gone from 5th to 
48th in the most efficient use of our tax money. We have the highest unemployment in this country. The 
average person in Santa Clara Valley travels 35 miles one way to work each day." 

Further, I suggest you change the General Plan to be inline with the current zoning of Agriculture and make 
the General Plan show that this land is to be designated for agriculture. 

Continuing on with Section 6 under Cumulative Impacts -Agriculture Resources {page 6-3), it states: 

The project would develop approximately 17 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact to a less-than­
significant level. This would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

In section 5.2, the report also states: 

The project would convert approximately 17 acres of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance 
to urban uses. No other farmland resources are located within the City of Santa Clara and the City has no 
adopted policies that protect or preserve farmland resources. 

Again, showing that once the land is gone, there is NO WAY TO REGAIN IT. And just because the city 
does not have an current policies to "protect or preserve farmland resources" doesn't mean it shouldn't or it 
won't in the future. 

In section 5.2, under the Cumulative Impact Analysis, the section entitled Land Use and Agricultural 
Resources states something that is frankly laughable and written by someone that is clearly not from the 
area. It states: 

Development of the project would not substantially change the development intensity of the area or 
overall land use patterns. 

The housing proposed increased the density 2-5 times. To say there is no change is insulting. How you 
came up with this information is a joke. Have you actually looked at the area? I have included a document 
that you can refer to that shows all the direct surrounding houses and the vast majority of them are single 
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story homes. Most of the four homes that are not one story, all but one are above garage add-ons. You are 
really suggesting that 37 foot 2 % story houses are roughly equivalent to the surrounding neighborhood? 
Come on, just walk around and get your nose out the legal texts and just look. The structures being 
suggested in this project are not even in the same ballpark. Stop kidding yourselves and stop trying to 
deceive the public. 

I also looked at the traffic measures and you mention that the Stevens Creek Blvd/Winchester Blvd. 
intersection would not have any significant traffic or pollution impact. That is just a complete lie. Ask 
anyone that even tries to maneuver that area during any holiday or semi-holiday and you will see any 
additional density in housing will just exacerbate the problem. The traffic analysis you performed ... the three 
days in August even before all the schools opened is just not acceptable to measure traffic impact in this 
area. You can't just take three days in a row and extrapolate the data for an entire year. Even adding the 
prior traffic analysis (that was done the exact same way), you and not getting a realistic picture of what takes 
place ALL YEAR ROUND. Stop hiding behind the technical minimums that need to be done to rush a 
project through (yes rush). 

The next section I want to bring you attention to is the one under Impact Analysis. The claims made in 
Impact 4.1-2 on page 4-7 is so far off base, so incorrect, and so ignorant that the entire Draft EIR should be 
redone by another agency. It clearly shows that EDAW does not have the capacity to comprehend what 
Prime Farmland is and how it can be effectively used in an agricultural way. The purpose for EDAWs report 
and the Draft EIR in general is to capture all the facts about the land and to outline all possible alternatives 
that that land can be used for. Since the State owns the land and the State's consultants contracted with 
EDAW, it is clear that EDAW cannot do an objective job. This entire Draft EIR is slanted with the idea of 
housing development. It is not EDAWs job to determine the best use of the land ... it is their job to outline all 
facets of the proposed project and then do a COMPLETE analysis on the alternatives. This section clearly 
shows they are not objective and cannot perform this job. Again, the only democratic and ethical thing to do 
is to contract with another group to perform an EIR. The fact that this is now needed should NOT persuade 
you from requiring it. It is not the City of Santa Clara's responsibility that the State's consultants contracted 
IIVith someone not capable of doing a thorough job. Further, since tax payers are footing the bill that EDAW 
is obviously giving the State, how much has been spent to date? When this question was asked on the 
:Jctober 3, 2005 Scoping meeting, the City Staff and the EDAW consultants thought is was a big joke and no 
Jne knew, but one person stated that "they never saw an EIR go for less than $1 Million." Well, here we are 
>ver seven months later and over 1,000 pages later, so I ask again, how much has been spent on the EIR to 
1ate? How much is budgeted for this? What are the parameters for delivering a quality document? What if 
he consultant (i.e., EDAW) does not deliver? What are the consequences? Who is responsible and who is 
Jccountable for this? What is the timeline they were give to do this job and how much has been 
:ompleted? Are they over budget or under budget? Where is the money coming from to pay for it? 

\nyway, on to the single item I was referring to that shows the level of competence (or lack there of) that 
~DAW has with this type of property. On page 4-7, Impact 4.1-2, it states: 

Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The project would involve development of Prime 
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of farmland 
to urban uses would be a significant impact. 
The CDC classifies the site as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. Remnants of fruit 
orchards are found on the site. No other important Farmlands or agricultural lands are located in the 
project vicinity and the city has no adopted policies for protection of farmland resources. Agricultural 
operations at the site ceased in January 2003. Although the project site is not in active agricultural 
production, the project site is still considered to be a farmland resource because of the presence of 
suitable soils; however, it likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to farm because of its 
proximity to urban development and the limited size of the site. 

Yant to point out the fact that it states: "Although the project site is not in active agricultural production, the 
oject site is still considered to be a farmland resource because of the presence of suitable soils." Again, 
is continues to confirm that this is classified as Prime Farmland. 
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\low onto the second half of that statement that shows the lack of research (they never talked to ANYONE 
~t the SaveBAREC group nor any other urban farmer) and lack of understanding on how a community can 
Jtilize agriculture. They state: " ... however, it likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to 
'arm because of its proximity to urban development and the limited size of the site." Let me break this into 
wo parts. First, it is saying that a farm is not feasible in an urban developed area, and second, that the site 
s too small for anything significant. 

fhe first part talks about the fact that you can't have a farm in an urban environment. There are many 
'bvious examples of this, ranging from Community Supported Agriculture (CSAs) plots all over the county 
:including areas in NYC that are measured in 1 ,OOOs of square feet, to the more relevant examples of what 
JS Santa Cruz has done with their Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems (CASFS) 
:httQ://zzY-x.ucsc.edu/casfs/index.html). I have included an example of this as the SaveBAREC group used 
.his as a model for how an urban farm could sustain itself, not costing the City anything and helping to 
)rovide for a sustainable living community. However, an even more relevant example that parallels BAREC 
:wen more is a place called Fairview Gardens in southern California (httQ://www.fairviewgardens.org). This 
s a non-profit run urban farm very similar to what has happened with BAREC, It was once surrounded by 
)rchards and farmland in the 1950s, and it is now in the middle of a dense urban society. Just take a look at 
he images below from their website: 

::ven the shape parallels BAREC. I believe I have made my point about the viability of having an urban 
3rm. 

:econd, the report says the land is too small. The above mentioned Fairview Gardens has been operating 
>rover 100 years and is 12.5 acres, 30% smaller than the BAREC property. Just think about how much 
!Ore BAREC can do for the community. 

1erefore, the rational for not taking this piece of land seriously for farming is absurd. It shows a complete 
ck of understanding about sustainability and community growth. Is it EDAWs job to make these claims? I 
:>uld say only with facts to back them up. I have shown you two examples that show how an urban farm 
1stains itself and contributes on multiple levels to the community (e.g., localizing food production, a place 
r training and guidance, children's learning, visitor's center, apprentice learning, integration with K-12, 
·ality of life, etc.). The potential is limitless and only grows as the community gets involved. 

section 4.1.3, Mitigation Measures, it states: 

"Based on the above evidence, this Draft EIR has determined that no feasible measures are available to 
mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses." 

~re is no way to make up for the fact that you would be allowing the destruction of 17 acres of PUBLIC 
11e Farmland. 

1in, on page 2-9, it states: 

"Loss of Land for Agriculture 
The project would develop approximately 17 acres of designated Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
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Statewide Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact to a less­
than-significant level. This would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact." 

"here is no way to develop this land into housing and preserve the 17 acres of Prime Farmland. It just can't 
appen. Do not change the zoning. 

Vhat about the want of the Santa Clara citizens for a senior housing facility where Martin's Bar is? If you 
·Ut all your money into this development (which no one but the developers want), the community that wants 
senior housing facility in their neighborhood (a area friendly to seniors) would be denied. 

"hink for a minute about a senior trying to cross the 6-7 lanes of VVinchester Blvd with a cane or a walker. 
Vhat about crossing 8-10 lanes of Stevens Creeks Blvd? Do you think this is a safe thing to do? What 
1bout the recent {mid-April 2006) car crash right through the intersection of Forest Ave, right where the 
enior center is proposed? The car when through the intersection, jumped the curb, took out the bushes, 
tnd destroyed the fence. How safe is that? 

·here are many alternatives to this development. Do not let the State scare you in the a lawsuit as 
~videnced by Mayor Mahan stating on April 26, 2005 (see httg://www.savebarec.org/index-sc-CQJ,mcil.html 
:>r a video these exact words): 

"The reality is, the property is going to be developed ... and there's nothing we can do to stop it. 
We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will 
bankrupt it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the reality of it." 

Vhy would the City get sued? Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California State Dept of General 
iervices, stated "The State has never challenged a city on a zoning issue." As Dan Potash stated at the 
\pril 13, 2006 DTSC meeting as again during Apri118, 2006 Parks and Recreation Commission: "The City of 
ianta Clara has the final land use authority." He said it is up to the City of Santa Clara if they want housing 
1ere. He said this publicly and it is on record. 

will conclude my statements by saying we have over 4,000 signatures on a petition from people all over the 
ty, county, state, and county. The petition simply states: 

Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition 

"I support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC Agricultural Research Extension 
Center at 90 North Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% {one hundred percent) 
agricultural open space and kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical buildings in the 
same location." 

is is not something that is localized to a neighborhood or a block. It has state, national, and global 
Jport; Show leadership in how to grow communities long term. Show how to begin to balance the need 
1ot just open space, but productive open space. Imagine a beautifully landscaped garden, that produces 
d, serves the public, and COST THE CITY NOTHING!!!! In fact, it actually generates money in terms of 
revenues for the City and the State. There are already non-profits that have offered to purchase this 
:t, but the State is not will to discuss any alternatives until this deal goes away. I know the City see an 
ortunity to purchase some land at a discount, but don't let short term needs influence the long term 
Jns and goals for a City. You have an opportunity to show significant leadership as a large City that 
NS how to balance land use and sustain a community. It can be the Center of Excellence for how urban 
:;ulture is done around your city and in other cities. The people want this. It is your duty to listen to 
1. Go talk to the citizens about this. Hold more meetings. DO NOT RUSH THIS DECISION, FOR 
:E YOU MAKE IT FOR A PRIVATE USE AND HOUSING, YOU CAN NEVER GO BACK. HOWEVER, 
OU KEEP THE ZONING AS IT IS, CHANGE THE GENERAL PLAN TO REFLECT AN AGRICULTURE 
, YOU CAN ALWAYS CHANGE YOUR MIND IN THE FUTURE SHOULD THE PEOPLE WANT 
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-lOUSING THERE. KEEPING IT AS AN AGRICULTURE ASSET FOR NOW IS THE SAFEST THING YOU 
:AN DO FOR THE FUTURE OF THE CITY AND THE COMMUNITY. 

have included some web sites and attachments for you to review. I will send the attachments under a 
:;eparate in case they are too big. 

nstead of copying all of the SaveBAREC.org information into an email, please refer to the following website 
:o gather additional information: http://www.savebarec.org. It is very complete and very thorough on how 
he land can be used for successful urban agriculture. Again, this is just ONE of many financially stable and 
:;elf-sufficient options available for this land. 

fhank you for your time and consideration. I am available to talk with anyone and present the alternatives 
Nith you at any time. 

<irk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave. 
San Jose, CA 95117 

=>.s. I commented on the DTSC's effort in this process and I think it is problematic at best. 

: would also like to know how the City of Santa Clara has incorporated the following guidelines on 
:=nvironmental Justice. Please see the following: 
l\s of 2001, a general plan must include guidelines on Environmental Justice. Under this general plan 
~uidelines, in chapter 2, sustainable development and environmental justice (page 20). Sustainable 
jevelopment and goals include to "conserve prime agricultural land". 
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Gloria Sciara 
Project Manager 
City of Santa Clara 
Planning Division 
1500 Civic Center Drive 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

RE: BAREC (proposed Santa Clara Gardens) Draft EIR comments 

Dear Ms. Sciara, 

I am writing this letter to express my deep concern for the quality and integrity of 
the current Draft EIR that has been created by EDAW. It is clear to me that they 
are under the direction of the State agencies and have not provided a complete 
and well rounded view on the conditions and impacts for a project of this sort. 
The most disturbing things I have seen in this document is the clear lack of 
alternative solutions, other than the development proposed by the City of Santa 
Clara and SummerHill Homes. An Environmental Impact Report is supposed to 
provide an objective view of the current conditions as well as any and ALL 
impacts and alternatives to the land at hand. Also, the title the developer picked 
for this project is a joke and insulting: Santa Clara Gardens. And what "gardens" 
are they exactly referring to? Oh, I know, the gardens that are going to be 
destroyed will be remembers by the name or it is trying to deceive the public into 
thinking that a garden type development will occur. By turning a 17 acre piece of 
public agriculture land in to one acre public park is laughable. The City of Santa 
Clara should not even allow a name as deceiving as Santa Clara Garden be 
used in a non-garden proposal. It is deceptive and downright wrong. People 
who know nothing about the project will think that a garden is being created when 
it is the polar opposite. 

There are so many issues with the report, that I will simply start in and talk about 
the first and most obvious one: destruction of prime farmland. The Draft EIR 
makes many references to the fact that this land is Prime Farmland. 
Specifically, page 4-6, states: "Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis 
the entire site is considered Prime Farmland." Based on this statement and 
the ones that lead up to it, the entire 17 acre plot of land is Prime Farmland, the 
highest designation for farmland based on what the California Department of 
Conservation (CDC) defines in the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP). Of the four types of farmland (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance (CDC 2001}, 
Prime Farmland is the most desirable for farming. These designations are based 
on "a particular set of criteria related primarily to soil type and the availability of 
water" (page 4-5 in the Draft EIR). The BAREC 17 acres is classified as Prime 
Farmland. To be clear, Prime Farmland is defined on page 4-5: 

Prime Farmland is defined by CDC as "the best combination of physical and 
chemical features to sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the 



soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high 
yields" (CDC 2001). 

In section 7.3 on page 7-5, the section No Project Alternative- Current Zoning 
makes a number of claims that are not only misleading, they are simply false. 
For example, it states: 

Further, because the site is completely surrounded by urban development, the 
establishment of a ranch or dairy would be unlikely because of conflicting adjacent 
land uses, and would require additional approvals from the City. Therefore, this 
alternative assumes that the site would be developed with active farming, nursery, and 
greenhouse uses. It is likely that new structures would be constructed under this 
alternative to support proposed uses, and that heavy equipment (e.g., tractors, plows, 
forklifts) would be used as part of site operations. In the event the State sought to 
develop the site with other uses, the State would first be required to comply with 
CEQA for any new proposal. Because the project site would not be sold to private 
developers, funding would not be available for the clean up of contaminated soils on 
the site. 

These statements are just plain silly. It is stating that since it is not being used 
for this particular private development, that all the existing problems of soil clean­
up could not be funded and the site would remain contaminated. Further, it is 
stating that any type of farming is unlikely. What is this based on? What data 
have you gathered as to who or what entities could utilize this land as an active 
public farm? I know the SaveBAREC grass roots organization has approached 
at least three different non-profit organizations that would do just this ... turn it into 
a working farm. This also includes the citizens of Santa Clara. So why would 
you think the City of Santa Clara would not want to make this into a working farm 
if that is what the citizens wanted ... and something that would not cost the City 
millions of dollars. Why would you make these claims? They are simply 
ignorant. 

In section 7 .3.1 - Environmental Analysis, subsection Land Use (still under a No 
Project Alternative), it states: 

This alternative would eliminate the project's significant and unavoidable prime 
farmland impact as the project site would continue to be used for agricultural 
operations. 

Meaning, that non proceeding with the proposed project and going with an 
agriculturally based one allows for the perseveration of one of California's most 
valuable resources: Prime Farmland. 

In Section 6, Other CEQA-Mandated Sections, sub-Section 6.1, many 
"Significant Unavoidable Impacts" exist. The one that cannot be hidden in 
rhetoric or the thousands of pages is this simple fact listed on page 6-1: 



"Impact 4.1.2: Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The 
project would involve development of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of farmland to urban uses would 
be a significant impact. 

No feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses." 

Again, to be clear, while this statement tries to minimize the significance of this 
UNAVOIDABLE AND UNMITIGATABLE IMPACTby saying that there are two 
kinds of land, this same document already stated in two sections earlier (page 4-
6) that the entire plot of land is Prime Farmland. So, what this impact means is 
that 17 acres of Prime Farmland will be destroyed, never to return. Period. No 
maybes or it could be found somewhere else; it says "No feasible mitigation is 
available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural uses." Meaning, once it is gone, it is gone forever. This is 
something that our future generations will notice. Think a bit further than the next 
5-10 years or 5-10 political elections .... think about the next 5-10 generations or 
50 generations. Will generic housing on Prime Farmland be the biggest concern 
or will the actual Prime Farmland be needed? We all know this discussion has 
gone on for a few years now, but let's not rush things. Sure, three years may 
seem like a lot, but not in terms of 300 years or more. Our country is only 200 
years in terms of what we have done with it. We are seeing all kinds of problems 
with the way we develop land and communities. Why not take a bit more time 
and invest some energy into exploring ALL the alternatives. The purpose for 
public land is to serve the public. Have you examined all the alternatives as to 
how the public can best benefit from this land? Have you looked more than 5-10 
years out? If so, what conclusions have you drawn? What rational and 
justification have you provided that shows that housing on this last piece of Prime 
Farmland in Santa Clara is better for the long term growth of the community? If 
you do not have this data, why not? You owe it to the pubic to do this kind of due 
diligence in making a permanent decision such as this. Look at home much 
effort you are putting into the Police and Fire Fighter's Binding Arbitration 
decision. That is a Charter Change and deserves a lot of attention. However, in 
reality, Charters can be amended time and time again. If you change the zoning 
of this land and allow for ANY form of housing on this land that is residential in 
nature (i.e., senior housing and private developer housing), you will be making a 
decision that can NEVER be changed. The decision is final. Don't you think that 
deserves more careful thought and exploration. Why rush it? SO what if it take 
another six months or a year, in the big picture, that is almost 
unnoticeable ... except to the private developers that want to make $50M+ on the 
housing deal. And don't use the excuse of needing the tax revenue, because we 
have heard 'The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is costly to 
maintain it" directly from the Santa Clara Director of Planning, Geoffrey 
Goodfellow, at the Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003. This 
was further confirmed by Terry Trumbull on the October 21, 2004 Comcast TV 
show "Environmental Concerns," where Mayor Mahan was also present, when 



he stated: "Housing is a dead bang looser for income. In the United States we 
have gone from 5th to 48th in the most efficient use of our tax money. We have 
the highest unemployment in this country. The average person in Santa Clara 
Valley travels 35 miles one way to work each day." 

Further. I suggest you change the General Plan to be inline with the current 
zoning of Agriculture and make the General Plan show that this land is to be 
designated for agriculture. 

Continuing on with Section 6 under Cumulative Impacts -Agriculture Resources 
{page 6-3), it states: 

The project would develop approximately 17 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland 
of Statewide Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This would be a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impact. 

In section 5.2, the report also states: 

The project would convert approximately 17 acres of prime farmland and farmland of 
statewide importance to urban uses. No other farmland resources are located within 
the City of Santa Clara and the City has no adopted policies that protect or preserve 
farmland resources. 

Again, showing that once the land is gone, there is NO WAY TO REGAIN IT. 
And just because the city does not have an current policies to "protect or 
preserve farmland resources" doesn't mean it shouldn't or it won't in the future. 

In section 5.2, under the Cumulative Impact Analysis, the section entitled Land 
Use and Agricultural Resources states something that is frankly laughable and 
written by someone that is clearly not from the area. It states: 

Development of the project would not substantially change the development 
intensity of the area or overall land use patterns. 

The housing proposed increased the density 2-5 times. To say there is no 
change is insulting. How you came up with this information is a joke. Have you 
actually looked at the area? I have included a document that you can refer to 
that shows all the direct surrounding houses and the vast majority of them are 
single story homes. Most of the four homes that are not one story, all but one 
are above garage add-ons. You are really suggesting that 37 foot 2% story 
houses are roughly. equivalent to the surrounding neighborhood? Come on, just 
walk around and get your nose out the legal texts and just look. The structures 
being suggested in this project are not even in the same ballpark. Stop kidding 
yourselves and stop trying to deceive the public. 



I also looked at the traffic measures and you mention that the Stevens Creek 
Blvd/Winchester Blvd. intersection would not have any significant traffic or 
pollution impact. That is just a complete lie. Ask anyone that even tries to 
maneuver that area during any holiday or semi-holiday and you will see any 
additional density in housing will just exacerbate the problem. The traffic 
analysis you performed ... the three days in August even before all the schools 
opened is just not acceptable to measure traffic impact in this area. You can't 
just take three days in a row and extrapolate the data for an entire year. Even 
adding the prior traffic analysis (that was done the exact same way), you and not 
getting a realistic picture of what takes place ALL YEAR ROUND. Stop hiding 
behind the technical minimums that need to be done to rush a project through 
(yes rush). 

The next section I want to bring you attention to is the one under Impact 
Analysis. The claims made in Impact 4.1-2 on page 4-7 is so far off base, so 
incorrect, and so ignorant that the entire Draft EIR should be redone by another 
agency. It clearly shows that EDAW does not have the capacity to comprehend 
what Prime Farmland is and how it can be effectively used in an agricultural way. 
The purpose for EDAW's report and the Draft EIR in general is to capture all the 
facts about the land and to outline all possible alternatives that that land can be 
used for. Since the State owns the land and the State's consultants contracted 
with EDAW, it is clear that EDAW cannot do an objective job. This entire Draft 
EIR is slanted with the idea of housing development. It is not EDAW's job to 
determine the best use of the land ... it is their job to outline all facets of the 
proposed project and then do a COMPLETE analysis on the alternatives. This 
section clearly shows they are not objective and cannot perform this job. Again, 
the only democratic and ethical thing to do is to contract with another group to 
perform an EIR. The fact that this is now needed should NOT persuade you from 
requiring it. It is not the City of Santa Clara's responsibility that the State's 
consultants contracted with someone not capable of doing a thorough job. 
Further, since tax payers are footing the bill that EDAW is obviously giving the 
State, how much has been spent to date? When this question was asked on the 
October 3, 2005 Scoping meeting, the City Staff and the EDAW consultants 
thought is was a big joke and no one knew, but one person stated that "they 
never saw an EIR go for less than $1 Million." Well, here we are over seven 
months later and over 1 ,000 pages later, so I ask again, how much has been 
spent on the EIR to date? How mucb is budgeted for this? What are the 
parameters for delivering a quality document? What if the consultant (i.e., 
EDAW) does not deliver? What are the consequences? Who is responsible and 
who is accountable for this? What is the timeline they were give to do this job 
and how much has been completed? Are they over budget or under budget? 
Where is the money coming from to pay for it? 

Anyway, on to the single item I was referring to that shows the level of . 
competence (or lack there of) that EDAW has with this type of property. On page 
4-7, Impact 4.1-2, it states: 



Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use. The project would 
involve development of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance with residential land uses. Conversion of farmland to urban 
uses would be a s;gnificant impact. 
The CDC classifies the site as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. Remnants of fruit orchards are found on the site. No other important 
Farmlands or agricultural lands are located in the project vicinity and the city has 
no adopted policies for protection of farmland resources. Agricultural operations at 
the site ceased in January 2003. Although the project site is not in active 
agricultural production, the project site is still considered to be a farmland resource 
because of the presence of suitable soils; however, it likely that this parcel would 
not be economically feasible to farm because of its proximity to urban development 
and the limited size of the site. 

I want to point out the fact that it states: "Although the project site is not in active 
agricultural production, the project site is still considered to be a farmland 
resource because of the presence of suitable soils." Again, this continues to 
confirm that this is classified as Prime Farmland. 

Now onto the second half of that statement that shows the lack of research (they 
never talked to ANYONE at the SaveBAREC group nor any other urban farmer) 
and lack of understanding on how a community can utilize agriculture. They 
state: " ... however, it likely that this parcel would not be economically feasible to 
farm because of its proximity to urban development and the limited size of the 
site." Let me break this into two parts. First, it is saying that a farm is not 
feasible in an urban developed area, and second, that the site is too small for 
anything significant. 

The first part talks about the fact that you can't have a farm in an urban 
environment. There are many obvious examples of this, ranging from 
Community Supported Agriculture (CSAs) plots all over the county (including 
areas in NYC that are measured in 1 ,OOOs of square feet, to the more relevant 
examples of what US Santa Cruz has done with their Center for Agroecology and 
Sustainable Food Systems (CASFS) (http://zzyx.ucsc.edu/casfs/index.html). I 
have included an example of this as the SaveBAREC group used this as a model 
for how an urban farm could sustain itself, not costing the City anything and 
helping to provide for a sustainable living community. However, an even more 
relevant example that parallels BAREC even more is a place called Fairview 
Gardens in southern California {http://www. fairviewgardens.org). This is a non­
profit run urban farm very similar to what has happened with BAREC, It was 
once surrounded by orchards and farmland in the 1950s, and it is now in the 
middle of a dense urban society. Just take a look at the images below from their 
website: 



Even the shape parallels BAREC. I believe I have made my point about the 
viability of having an urban farm. 

Second, the report says the land is too small. The above mentioned Fairview 
Gardens has been operating for over 100 years and is 12.5 acres, 30% smaller 
than the BAREC property. Just think about how much more BAREC can do for 
the community. 

Therefore, the rational for not taking this piece of land seriously for farming is 
absurd. It shows a complete lack of understanding about sustainability and 
community growth. Is it EDAW's job to make these claims? I would say only 

· with facts to back them up. I have shown you two examples that show how an 
urban farm sustains itself and contributes on multiple levels to the community 
(e.g., localizing food production, a place for training and guidance, children's 
learning, visitor's center, apprentice learning, integration with K-12, quality of life, 
etc.). The potential is limitless and only grows as the community gets involved. 

In section 4.1.3, Mitigation Measures, it states: 

"Based on the above evidence, this Draft EIR has determined that no feasible 
measures are available to mitigate the loss of prime farmland or the conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural uses." 

There is no way to make up for the fact that you would be allowing the 
destruction of 17 acres of PUBLIC Prime Farmland. 

Again, on page 2-9, it states: 

"Loss of Land for Agriculture 
The project would develop approximately 17 acres of designated Prime Farmland 
and Farmland of Statewide Importance for which there are no feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This would be a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact." 

There is no way to develop this land into housing and preserve the 17 acres of 
Prime Farmland. It just can't happen. Do not change the zoning. 

What about the want of the Santa Clara citizens for a senior housing facility 
where Martin's Bar is? If you put all your money into this development (which no 



one but the developers want), the community that wants a senior housing facility 
in their neighborhood (a area friendly to seniors) would be denied. 

Think for a minute about a senior trying to cross the 6-7 lanes of Winchester Blvd 
with a cane or a walker. What about crossing 8-10 lanes of Stevens Creeks 
Blvd? Do you think this is a safe thing to do? What about the recent (mid-April 
2006) car crash right through the intersection of Forest Ave, right where the 
senior center is proposed? The car when through the intersection, jumped the 
curb, took out the bushes, and destroyed the fence. How safe is that? 

There are many alternatives to this development. Do not let the State scare you 
in the a lawsuit as evidenced by Mayor Mahan stating on April26, 2005 (see 
http://www.savebarec.org/index-sc-council.html for a video these exact words}: 

"The reality is, the property is going to be developed ... and there's 
nothing we can do to stop it. We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, 
unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will bankrupt 
it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the 
reality of it." 

Why would the City get sued? Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California 
State Dept. of General Services, stated "The State has never challenged a city 
on a zoning issue." As Dan Potash stated at the April 13, 2006 DTSC meeting 
as again during April 18, 2006 Parks and Recreation Commission: "The City of 
Santa Clara has the final land use authority." He said it is up to the City of Santa 
Clara if they want housing there. He said this publicly and it is on record. 

I will conclude my statements by saying we have over 4,000 signatures on a 
petition from people all over the city, county, state, and county. The petition 
simply states: 

Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition 

"I support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC 
Agricultural Research Extension Center at 90 North Winchester 
Blvd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% (one hundred percent) agricultural 
open space and kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical 
buildings in the same location." 

This is not something that is localized to a neighborhood or a block. It has state, 
national, and global support. Show leadership in how to grow communities long 
term. Show how to begin to balance the need to not just open space, but 
productive open space. Imagine a beautifully landscaped garden, that produces 
food, serves the public, and COST THE CITY NOTHING!!!! In fact, it actually 
generates money in terms of tax revenues for the City and the State. There are 
already non-profits that have offered to purchase this land, but the State is not 



will to discuss any alternatives until this deal goes away. I know the City see an 
opportunity to purchase some land at a discount, but don't let short term needs 
influence the long term visions and goals for a City. You have an opportunity to 
show significant leadership as a large City that knows how to balance land use 
and sustain a community. It can be the Center of Excellence for how urban 
agriculture is done around your city and in other cities. The people want this. It 
is your duty to listen to them. Go talk to the citizens about this. Hold more 
meetings. DO NOT RUSH THIS DECISION, FOR ONCE YOU MAKE IT FOR A 
PRIVATE USE AND HOUSING, YOU CAN NEVER GO BACK. HOWEVER, IF 
YOU KEEP THE ZONING AS IT IS, CHANGE THE GENERAL PLAN TO 
REFLECT AN AGRICULTURE USE, YOU CAN ALWAYS CHANGE YOUR 
MIND IN THE FUTURE SHOULD THE PEOPLE WANT HOUSING THERE. 
KEEPING IT AS AN AGRICULTURE ASSET FOR NOW IS THE SAFEST 
THING YOU CAN DO FOR THE FUTURE OF THE CITY AND THE 
COMMUNITY. 

I have included some web sites and attachments for you to review. I will send 
the attachments under a separate in case they are too big. 

Instead of copying all of the SaveBAREC.org information into an email, please 
refer to the following website to gather additional information: 
http://www.savebarec.org. It is very complete and very thorough on how the land 
can be used for successful urban agriculture. Again, this is just ONE of many 
financially stable and self-sufficient options available for this land. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I am available to talk with anyone 
and present the alternatives with you at any time. 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave. 
San Jose, CA 95117 

P.S. I commented on the DTSC's effort in this process and I think it is 
problematic at best. 

I would also like to know how the City of Santa Clara has incorporated the 
following guidelines on Environmental Justice. Please see the following: 
As of 2001, a general plan must include guidelines on Environmental Justice. 
Under this general plan guidelines, in chapter 2, sustainable development and 
environmental justice (page 20). Sustainable development and goals include to 
"conserve prime agricultural land". 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/PDFs/General Plan Guidelines 2003.pdf 



Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

Page 1 ot l 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 5 

Attachments: historical-commission-june-1-2006.doc 

1ore info ... 

:rom: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
ient: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 3:10 PM 
·o: 'Gloria Sciara' 
iubject: BAREC Draft EIR- Additional Comments 

H Gloria, 

>lease place the following attached document into public record for the review process. I presented this at the last Historical and 
.and marks Commission meeting on June 1st. I was out of town on May 4th, so I couldn't make the meeting right after the official 
1ublic Review meeting on April 6th. 

m odd thing worth noting was the meeting I attended on June 1st had a small black cassette tape recorder. I find it very odd and 
1nfortunate that the meeting we were in on April 6th was note recorded. That way, there would not be a need for my attached 
1ote or another meeting ... we could simply quote it directly. It might come down to the point where the meeting minutes need to 
eflect the sentiments and words more clearly from that meeting. Could you find out if they did happen to record the April 6th 
neeting? Even if the recording is poor, at least we can get verbiage that shows the emotion and conviction in the room that night. 

ust so you know, the motion to agendize it failed because there were not four votes. There was a majority of commissioners 
resent (it was a 3-2 vote), but I was told that you need four votes to pass a motion no matter how many commission members 
represent (there were only five that evening instead of seven). Rosalie Wilson, (who would have been the key vote in favor of 
te motion) was not present so we did not have her yes vote. We both know she would have voted in favor of agendizing it given 
1e fact that at the meeting we attended on April 6th, she was the most vocal one, saying it was the land that had historical 
gnificance and to not focus or get hung-up on the building's historical significance. This was not even presented in the Draft 
IR, but it is a very good and valid point. 

1yway, just thought I'd ask and see if maybe they recorded it and make you aware of the last meeting. 

1anks, 

rk 

:/2007 



Good evening. My name is Kirk Vartan and I live in San Jose. 

On April 6, 2006, during the public meeting reviewing the BAREC Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) section entitled: Historical and Cultural 
Resources, a motion was made by Mr. Jim Boynton. The motion basically 
stated: To accept this section of the Draft EIR, including the recommendations to 
photograph all buildings prior to them being demolished and to file these pictures 
with Washington, DC. Ms. Mary Ann Marinshaw seconded this motion. 

After some deliberation, the commission voted on this motion made by Mr. 
Boynton. The motion failed by a 5-2 vote. Well done. Thank you for not rolling 
over on this. However, there has been some controversy as to what your actions 
actually meant, even going so far as to say that no action was taken. I was in the 
room when you voted and I heard your strong and powerful comments. 

So, I would like to suggest to this commission that someone make a new motion 
that sounds something like this, knowing that there will most likely not be 
consensus, but there will be a majority: 

To DECLINE/DISAPPROVE the section of the BAREC property (90 N 
Winchester Blvd) Draft Environmental Impact Report entitled: "Historical and 
Cultural Resources" as it is currently written. This commission believes there is 
significant history in this property, be it in the buildings or the land, and we do not 
approve of the property's proposed change in land use leading to it's destruction 
and the significant unavoidable impact of the destruction of 17 acres of prime 
farmland. We recommend that that City of Santa Clara keep the zoning 
agricultural, maintaining a part of what our Mission City used to be like. Further, 
we want to recommend, as the Draft EIR did, to photograph all buildings and file 
them with the proper Washington, DC office for permanent record. 

This motion will clearly state your collective feelings about this section of the 
document and let everyone know how you feel about the proposed land use. 
This is your time to make a strong statement. Please do so. 

As a side note, the local chapter of the Sierra Club (Lorna Prieta chapter) 
recently voted (unanimously) to keep BAREC in 100% agricultural open space 
and we continue to get signatures on our petition from hundreds of Santa 
Clarans. We have over 4,000 signatures in all. The petition simply states: 

"I support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara {formerly the UC Agricultural Research 
Extension Center at 90 North Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara, CA) in 100% (one 
hundred percent) agricultural open space and kept zoned as agriculture, keeping 
its historical buildings in the same location." 

There is broad community support for keeping (not changing) the agricultural 
status of the land. Remember, it is currently zoned agricultural. 

Thank you. 

Historical and Landmarks Commission June 1, 2006 



Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

Cc: info@savebarec.org 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 14 

Importance: High 

nore comments to include to show the wide spread focus on this land ... 

=rom: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
;ent: Sunday, September 24, 2006 1:41AM 
io: 'Gloria Sciara' 
:c: 'legal@savebarec.org'; 'BAREC- Kathryn Mathewson'; 'BAREC- Sharon McCray'; 'BAREC- Linda Perrine' 
;ubject: Please include in Santa Clara Gardens comments 

>lease include in the BAREC public comments for the EIR for Santa Clara Gardens/BAREC. 

"hank you, 

Kirk 

=rom: JC Rowen [mailto:jcrowensanjosestate@yahoo.com] 
;ent: Saturday, September 23, 2006 9:56AM 
·o: Val Alexeeff; jim.beall@bos.co.santa-clara.ca.us; bbartindale@mercurynews.com; jpatel@mercurynews.com; 
mclemore@aol.com 
:c: Kirk Vartan; mayor&council@ci.santa-clara.ca.us; Jim Beall; Ken Yeager; Jane Decker; Dana Peak; Ed Souza 
ubject: Re: Barec 

he BAREC organization is planning to submit the site to be placed on the California State Resourves List. 

Page 1 of2 

iven Mr. Alexeef's lack of cooperation on the first matter, though legally the County Historic Commission is 
1pposed to be provided with comment on the matter once it has been submitted, we on the commission will likely be 
·evented from commenting on the project. 

'Ormally request to be apprised of any further correspondence on the matter of BAREC and the county. I have that 
~ht. I discussed the matter with Jim Beall at a party for John McLemore, and he agreed, as did Ken Yeager, that the 
mnty Commission was not put in the loop as much as it should have been. Well, we cannot change the past, but any 
;toric commission is there to help the future. No doubt given Mr. Alexeef's lack of desire to keep the commission in 
~ loop about historic issues, we will not be apprised of anything further to do with BAREC. However, Kirk, I am 
malty requesting that your organization monitor any further county involvement in this issue so at least someone can 
us know what is happening. 

Ms. Decker is on this list, I formally ask that this email be sent to Mr. Kutras, who failed to return Kirk's follow up 
l my follow up call on this matter. 

ten the SHOP asks in the next few months why the county commission was not kept in the loop when BAREC 
kes the state application, this email along with several others, will show members of the commission wanted to be 
rised. 

2/2007 



Page 2 of2 

rhe purpose of county commissions is to involve the public. I am sorry that as members of the public, some of us are 
lassionate about county history. I was told by Mr. Beall it was a requirement to be on the commission. It seems with 
he county planning director, it is liability. The commission has not been well respected on this issue at all and the 
viercury News should wonder why a EIR for our review and comment was never given to us. 

Vat Ale."ceeff <Va/.Alexeeff@pln.sccgov.org> wrote: 

> 

> I have prepared a summary of our understanding of the BAREC site 
>and the procedures in play. 

> 
> 

--low low will we go? Check out Yahoo! Messenger's low PC-to-PhQne c~Lrate~ 

2/2007 
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Moore, Janis 

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

To: 'Moore. Janis' 

Cc: info@savebarec.org 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC comments 
part4 

~ore comments ... 

=rom: Kirk Vartan (SaveBAREC) [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
;ent: Saturday, May 20, 2006 9:26AM 
ro: 'Gloria Sciara' 
:c: 'info@savebarec.org' 
;ubject: BAREC: More traffic and building in the area 

ii Gloria. 

'lease add the following comments and the referenced article to the pile of information your team is reviewing for the BAREC 
)raft EIR: 

twas just made public that Valley fair wants to grow in size by almost more than 30%. That will take it to 2.1 M square feet (up 
rom 1.5M square feet). The additional parking and traffic that would occur is very significant. See an article in the SJ Mercury 
~ews on May 20, 2006: · 

am concerned that the traffic impact analysis was not taking this into account when the studies were done. We met with the 
'roup that did the traffic studies for SummerHill Homes for the BAREC project and they were not aware of any development like 
1is. They definitely did not take any of these calculations into consideration. 

here are also talks of "Santana Row 2" which would be on the other side of Winchester. They specifically said they were not 
ware of any developments like that and said they did not have any traffic information on any future plans. 

3m very concerned that traffic in general is not be adequately addressed. It's like these massive developments are throwing up 
eir hands and saying, "well, we can't fix that problem over there, so we're going to just focus on our section." 

1e article listed above affects both San Jose and Santa Clara residents ... yet another reason to put a moratorium on the BAREC 
eject until you see what will actually be taking place. Adding more housing to this commercial expansion is a huge mistake. If a 
;autifully landscaped urban farm were put there, the community and the visitors could *walk* over to the open space and relax, 
uning about natural food production and taking a break. It keeps people in the area without more driving and generate more tax 
Jenue for the City of Santa Clara. The real benefit is the food production it can do for the community and others. 

~ase add this to the list of things to review. 

ank you, 

k Vartan 

2/2007 
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Moore, Janis 

From: Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

To: 'Moore, Janis' 

Cc: info@savebarec.org 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC comments 
part 6 

More details on the BAREC issues ... 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Sunday, July 09, 2006 9:36AM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org'; 'kathryn@savebarec.org'; 'linda@savebarec.org'; 'cameron@savebarec.org'; 'legal@savebarec.org' 
Subject: Additional BAREC/Santa Clara Gardens input 

Hi Gloria, 

Please add the following CBS News program content "CBS 5 Investigates: Is Toxic Land Going Up For Sale In The Bay Area?" 
dated June 19, 2006 to the public record for the Draft EIR. 

http://cbs5.com/video/?id=14277@kpix.dayport.com 

Thank you, 

-Kirk 

kir~@.s~yS)_Qgrec. org 
NWW .~Ci_~Pil!.~C.org 
)88-BAREC-80 

2/2007 
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CBS 5 Investigates: Is Toxic land Going Up 
For Sale In The Bay Area? 
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Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

info@savebarec.org 

Page 1 of 1 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H00-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 2.5 

Importance: High 

Attachments: barec-mccray-history-feb-2005.ppt 

Additional comments and documents ... 

From: Kirk Vartan (kvartan) 
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 4:59 PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org' 
Subject: BAREC (Santa Clara Gardens) More information for Draft EIR comments 
Importance: High 

And let me give you an alternative email address: 

!:>J3rec-eir@kvartan.com 

Please use this email for all communication. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

\lso worth noting is the following: 

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE 
SECTION 815 

815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, 
istorical, forested, or open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets of California. 
·he Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public policy and in the public interest of this state to 
ncourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to qualified nonprofit organizations." 

12/2007 
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43 Old ladies 
Face Eviction 
By the State 
~'"''' '• r;, rJ, •• ;rJ, 

SAN JOSE. June .._~P'orty men \n 
Sncmmento today were ponderlng a 
dcd c;\on on 'll:hkh rr.<.t.~ thr: fate of 
~3 old Jad!(':l, rts lctenL~ or the wom· 
r.n·s Rtlie! Corp~ Home near SantA 
Clara. 

.A. b!H to abolL~h the home by 
wlttu-trnwing State aid o! $1103 per 
lnmaw prr yrar hns pa.~~d the A~· 
~emblv and now ~~ befor~ thr (0-
mrmbcr 8cnnte. Opponenl~ nrf(\1<' 
U1e llomr-i'Stnbllr,hed In 1910 for 
Wld()WS, <lau~htcr~ and sL'itrrs of· 
Ciril war Yr!e r;m:~-ls no longer 
m·cded. 

The 0 old lrldlcs !f'rl diHerenlly. 
''I'd rather die than leave," $aid 

Mbi Era. Simpkins, the longe~t re~i­
dcnt. She ha~ called the place home 1 
!\I nee U1e year It opened. She Oe<:amc 
bed-ridden in lVlO . . 

More volubl~ wa.' Mr~. Nr-lte nowr. 
7S, ·.rho hns lived nl lhe home for 
15 \'~nrs : 

'·You know there nren'l many 
phlcc.~ for old people to go nnd be 
rea lly hnppy. We nil h11.d home~ nr~<l 

t li rr llL1lllr____O_Wl] 

:Relief Home 
Closing Voted 
;sy Assembly · I 
I Thr Stat~ Assi·rnblv nt Sncra·1 
· nwnt~. by !l ·poll o! 54 'to 2o. yester-
i dav \'Otrd to tlo.<:e ·the Santa Clara 
:coimty Womrn·.'i Rt.'lid co:vs Homr.. j 

I 
As~lnblyman TI10mp.~on of San · 

.Jose gnvr. notkr h~ wnuld a.slc for I 
: refom irlrr:~ tlnn or thr mea~urr. H 1 

I 

. wc.uld di:;pc r~: {3 ",\' idows and ctaugh-

1 

ters o! Cli'll wa;:-.:.vct.emm . now rc·, 
S!dlnr, ln thr horne and g1re thr.m I 

1
stoo a m0ntll !or subsl~kncr. rise~ : 
where. · 

The Assembly action lmmedlatdy i 
stirre-d pmtests nt San Jose. 

1 

StlpP.n·i~or Joseph M. ~1cKinnon. 
1 who fire years ago led a successful, 
,
1 
!lght in the ILgislatun~ to prevent i 
slmllnr o.ct.Jon. said: j 
I "It ~ould be a crime to close the 
[horne. It i! well operated nnd well : 
; managed and the old ladles there I 
are happy. lt's the only home most J 

of them hn vc. known for mliny yea~. , 
"The As:o.embly ·proposes to glvt• • 

the old ladles $100 a mnnth to fend I 
for thcmselve.<;. It, would cost them I 
$150 to $200 to live tl~whcre.'' 
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Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

info@savebarec.org 

Page 1 of3 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 11 

Importance: High 

Attachments: sj-parks-815.pdf; gcrcd-1.pdf; barec-mailing.pdf 

in case it didn't go through ... 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 10:33 PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Subject: FW: BAREC/Santa Clara Gardens RDEIR comments- part 1 
Importance: High 

This message bounced as it said it was too large. I am sending it in three smaller forms. 

Thanks, 

-Kirk 

From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 4:52 PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org' 
Subject: BAREC/Santa Clara Gardens RDEIR comments 
Importance: High 

The following are my comments. 

==================== 
Why is the north-west corner of Winchester-Stevens Creek not being looked at for a turning lane? It is the only part of the 
intersection not built out, yet the EIR says nothing else can be done. 

==================== 
The Valley Fair expansion is not really shown in detail. Only a description of the application is listed. How will traffic impact this 
project? 

----------------------------------------
The Santana Row expansion is not shown. How will traffic impact this project? 

----------------------------------------
Rather than including all the web pages from SaveBAREC.org, please refer to it. There is a lot of information listed there. 
www,~9_v_eb9re.Q,_Qrg. 

----------------------------------------
Where is all of the water coming from to supply the senior and private development properties? 

==================== 
Where are all the ground water samples? 

2/12/2007 



Page 2 of3 

----------------------------------------
The following images and videos were provided to Dominic Caserta regarding Cameron Colson's patented technology that uses 
water for weed abatement. It is also something he has offered in kind to help clean the property. I have more of these, but they 
take up a lot of space. 
IMG_0642.jpg 
IMG_0644.jpg 
IMG_0645.jpg 
IMG_0648.jpg 
IMG_0649.jpg 
weeds1.jpg 
weeds2.jpg 
weeds3.jpg 

----------------------------------------
Why have you not explored Cameron Colson's HMO device for weed abatement? 

==================== 
Please view all videos of the city council meetings that refer to BAREC and urban farming. I have included web pages that have 
all the information on it. You can view all videos from the SaveBAREC website: www.savebarec.org if you do not have copies. 

----------------------------------------
Why does the EIR still say that it is not economically feasible to farm this piece of land. they say it is too small and in a city as the 
reasons. There are 2~3 paragraphs talking about it. Where is all the research. We have shown documented cases {Fairview 
Gardens in Goleta, CA and UC Santa Cruz) where urban farming is proven to be successful. 

----------------------------------------
What are the environmentally superior alternatives for using this land? 
----------------------------------------
!:1J!Q://www.happyquailfarms.com/Family.htm 

----------------------------------------
I don't know if you saw this Sunday Chronicle article about Kaiser trying to buy local produce for patients (in addition 
to the Farmers Markets they set up at Hospitals). You may have met Paul Tarantino of Lee Ray Tarantino from the 
South City Produce Market. The article on the need for local produce illustrates the need for a south bay site to train 
young to semi retired adults to learn small farm techniques. 

http://www. sfgate.com/ cgi -bin/ article .cgi? 
f=:/~{af2.QQ6l_()8/Q6/Ml'HJ43K_C 77 5 LJ)TL&hw=Kai~s:r+ lg~al +produce&sn=OOl~sc= 1 000 

==================== 
It was when they said "if you want to never buy vegetables again and grow everything yourself, this place shows you how to grow 
everything you would need in your backyard" that they got my attention. 

Here's what their website says.: 
!:1t1Q:Hcesacramento.ucdavis.edu/Custom Program814/ 
"The Fair Oaks Horticulture Center is a cooperative project between the Sacramento County UC Cooperative Extension, the Fair 
Oaks Recreation and Park District, and now the Fair Oaks Water District. UC Master Gardeners discuss and demonstrate the 
topics to be covered during each program. 
The center is located in Fair Oaks Park. The park is located on Fair Oaks Blvd. (east of Sunrise Blvd.), just south of Madison Ave. 
" 

----------------------------------------------------
"Transportation and even simple things like parking issues never seem to be 
addressed in the rush to higher density. For example, in the new 
"transportation friendly" KB Condominiums on Meridan between Auzerias and 
Saddle Rack, everybody has at least two cars, very few use the light rail, 
and thus there is inadequate parking because planners thought more would use 

2112/2007 



the light rail and there are not even two spaces for every unit. Where does 
the light rail go? Not necessarily where the people need to go and so they 
get cars. Existing parking spaces are so dear in these condominiums that 
they are selling for $10,000 a piece. Surrounding streets are a wall of 
cars. How is this type of high density good urban planning? Livable high 
density cities are much more highly planned, and just building high density 
transportation corridor residential ghettos with no human services like 
shopping, employment, entertainment, and restaurants along these corridors 
accomplishes nothing because those residents then still need a car to get to 
those essentials. I find myself thinking that this whole high density push 
is a way to make developers the money they need for their private island 
retirements." 

----------------------------------------------------
What is the speed limit going to be on Winchester between Forest and Stevens Creek? Be specific. 

----------------------------------------------------

Page 3 of3 

How will reduced speed limit affect traffic at other intersections? Please include north and south in detail as these are the most 
busy street. Do not include just the stated impacted intersections. Also, how long will each of the light signals be for each 
direction and at each time of the day? 

----------------------------------------------------
I am also sending you a number of photos and videos of migratory Canadian Geese. These animals have been using this 
property as a landing spot for over 26 years that we know of. I will send them to you under different cover. How is the EIR 
addressing this? What will happen to these animals should this land be turned into housing? What studies have you done? 
What associations have you consulted about these migratory birds? Please be specific . 

. Ki.r:~savebarec.org 
www .savebarec.org 
888-BAREC-80 

2/12/2007 



CITYOF ~ 
SAN JOSE Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
CAPITAL OF SUJCON V.AL.l.EY 

Honorable Mayor and City Council 
City of San Jose 
801 North First Street, Room 600 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council: 

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

February 16, 2005 

Subject: Bay Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC) Property 

The City's Parks and Recreation Commission is recommending that the City Council support, to 
the extent possible, efforts to preserve the 17-acre Bay Area Research and Extension Center 
(BAREC) property on the basis of the historical significance and potential open space and 
recreational value of the property. Parks and open space are vital and bring immense 
environmental benefits. This site is located in the City of Santa Clara, contiguous to the San Jose 
border on North Winchester Boulevard between Dorich Street and Forest Avenue as shown on 
the attachment. 

The Regents of the University of California are in the process of selling this publicly-owned land 
for redevelopment as single-family and senior housing according to the reuse planning concept 
for the property adopted by the Santa Clara City Council in February 2003. This plan includes a 
one-acre neighborhood park that will serve residents of both cities. The proposed development 
of the plan is currently on hold pending resolution of the property surplus process with the State. 

The site was originally used as a center for mentally disturbed children from 1886 to 1920. Part 
of the site was then used as a home for Civil War veteran's families from 1921 to 1963; and from 
1928 to 2003 the remaining land was used as an urban agriculture/horticulture research/education 
center under the University of California until its closure in 2003. 

Members of the community have appeared before the Parks and Recreation Commission, 
requesting that the BAREC be preserved as either agricultural land or parkland. They have 
presented information that indicates there is broad community support from individuals and 
organizations within the community. 

The City's Parks and Recreation Commission agrees with the community that the site has 
significant value as a historical, horticultural and recreational resource, which could be of benefit 
to both Santa Clara and San Jose residents. Therefore, the Commission is recommending the 

4 N. Second St., Ste. 600, San Jose, CA 95ll3 tel (408) 277-4768 fax (408) 277-3155 w~w.sanjoseca.gov/prns 



Honorable Mayor and City Council 
February 16, 2005 
BAREC Property 
Page 2 of2 

San Jose City Council, in conjunction with the Santa Clara City CounciJ, consider opportunities 
to work together to preserve some or all of the site for the use of future generations of both 
communities. 

Your consideration of this matter would be greatly appreciated. 

Attachment- Map of Area 

c: Sara Hensley, PRNS 
Albert Balagso, PRNS 
Scott Reese, PRNS 

Yours truly, 

J1 d_uvf)J/,flM( hAA / '1:--''7'. ~ (ii_ 
Helen Chapman, Chair 
Parks and Recreation Commission 
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CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE 
SECTION 815 

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the 
preservation of land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, 
historical, forested, or open-space condition is among the 
most important environmental assets of California. The 
Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public 
policy and in the public interest of this state to encourage 
the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to 
qualified nonprofit organizations." 

This quote was taken directly from the Official California Legislative Information 
web page site, a part of the State of California's Legislative Counsel. It states: 

"Welcome to the official site for California legislative information. This W\fV\N site 
is maintained by the Legislative Counsel of California, pursuant to California law." 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/ 

You can find the above section by clicking on the "California Law" button at the 
bottom, checking the "Civil Code" optipn, type in "815" in the search box, and 
click search. A result showing "CIVIL CODE SECTION 815-816: 5679 bytes." will 
appear. Click on it and you will see the entire section. 
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GUAD/\.LUPE- COYOTE 
RESOURCE Cf>NSERVATION J)ISTRICT 

$$8 NORTH FIRST ~;TREET RM. 204, SAN JOSE. CA95112·6314 
OFACE (.408) 288·5888 FAX (408) 993•87C!8 email: gcrcd!IIIP8CI'Jell.net 

July25. 2005 

Mr. J. Frank Davidson 
State of California, Department of General Services, Real Estate Services 
707 West 3m Street, Suite 6-130 
West Sacramento. CA 95605 

RE: Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation Dlstrtct•s request to transfer 
BAR..EC•$ ownership from the State to a non-pr-ofit and desire to annex BAREC 

Dear Mr. Davidson: 

This weokthe Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District Hoard (GCRCD) met 
to discuss the Bay Area Research Extension Center (BAREC) on Winchoster Blvd. in 
Sania Clara. The Board unanimously voted to: 

l. Support keeping BAREC agriculturally zoned and in open space: 
2. Annex BAREC into GCRCD; 
3. Work with the State of Califomia to determine the ways BAREC's ownc:r.ship can 

be trmsferred to a non-profit so it will forever remain as· open space and for the 
pubilc good. We understand there has already been an offer by VIVA to purchase 
BAREC and this should be considered. 

4. Create programs and alliances on BAREC that would enhance GCRCD's Mission 
Statement. A copy of our Mission Statement is attached. 

The above is extremely important to our agency as it helps us to fulfni our state mandated 
Mission Statement. There is no other similar piece of land which has such a rich 
agricultural history in Santa Clara County and whlch could help us more. 

Since the State is legally required to first offer BAREC to State governments and districts 
and did not and since GCRCD is a State/Regional Agency; the GCRCD's opiJllon is that 
we legally have. the right to request:the Department of General Sc:n·ices to halt your 
current BAREC plans and offer the site to us. Since the State did not offer BAREC to the 
GCRCD. we are request{ng that you do so .now. 

·we look forward to working with you regarding thi:s very important historical land. 

Sincerely . 

. ~~~ .. ~1!/i j..r 
. . " 

Lawrence l"ohmann. President 
Guadalupe-Coyo~ Resource Conservation District 
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(tis State of California • Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor 
State and Consumer Services Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
Real Estate Services Division Asset Planning and Enhancement Branch 

August 11, 2005 

Mr. Lawrence Johmann. President 
Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District 
888 North First Street, Room 204 
San Jose, CA 95112-6314 

I am in receipt of your request letter dated July 25, 2005, regarding approximately 
seventeen ( 17) acres of State surplus property (BARE C) located at 90 North Winchester 
Boulevard, in the City of Santa Clara. 

The Department of General Services (DGS) previously solicited interest from governmental 
agencies on December 17, 2002. The City of Santa Clara then expressed an Interest in up 
to six acres of the property for a senior housing project. The DGS and the City have 
subsequently entered Into a Purchase Agreement for a portion of the property. 

In addition, in May of 2003, the OGS advertised and solicited offers from the public for 
approximately ten acres and a one acre public park an a portion of the property. Pursuant 
to that solicitation. the DGS selected SummerHill Homes and has entered into a Purchase 
Agreement with that entity. 

As a result of these transactions, we are unable to entertain your request. Thank you for 
your interest in this property. 

Since6~ 0 ~vL----hlK DAVIDSON, Assistant Chief 
Asset Planning and Enhancement Branch 

~:JC:md 

·1-' 

cc: Ron Small, Staff Counsel, Office of Legal Services, Dep·artment of General Services 
Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, Asset Planning and Enhancement Branch. Real 

Estate Services Division, Department of General·Services 

The Ziggurat • 707 Third Street. 6u. Floor • West Sacramento, California 95798-9052 • (916) 376·1829 



** BAREC, the former UC Ag Center, is NOT SOLD ** 
***IT IS NOT A DONE DEAL*** 

**YOU NEED TO GET INVOLVED ... CALL US NOW** 

The 17 acre agriculturally zoned piece of land on Winchester Blvd. 
across from the Valley Fair Shopping Mall still has all the original 
agricultural infrastructure on the property. The land is owned by the 
State of California. That means, "We The People" own this land. 
The government needs to listen to the people, not the other way 
around. The City of Santa Clara controls the zoning. 

This land can be the Center of Excellence for how sustainable living 
is being done in the United States. It can show how urban agriculture 
can make a community thrive. Add organic soil cleaning and solar 
technology to the site and it will not only power itself, it will power the 
community. The local agricultural land can provide food for the 
community and restaurants. California can show leadership in 
agriculture and urban planning, not just hi-tech. 

This land has served the community for generations and can 
continue to do so without a tax burden to the citizens. It can be a 
place for the public: children, adults, and professionals can learn 
about agriculture; a botanical garden; a visitor's center; history; new 
agriculture technology; solar power; and food!!! 

This is some of the best soil and climate in the country; let's not sell 
out our future for short term fund raising. This land IS our future. 

Please review the information on the back of this 

www.savebarec.org Phone: 888-BAREC-80 



Friends of BAREC and SaveBAREC.org are made up of volunteers from the community, 
just like you. We are here to educate the people of the area and the state about what is 
happening with this valuable public agricultural asset. We are so fortunate that the UC 
Extension System was able to preserve the land for as long as it did, preventing it from 
being developed in the early part of 2000/2001. It is now State land ... it is our land. We 
have the right to decide how State assets and resources are utilized. 

The State wants to sell the land to n.::nu::ur\nC.IrC! 

1. 5 Acre 
Landscape 
Training ' 
Oamonstcation 
Garden 

Call us at 888-BAREC-80. We are also at the Santana Row Farmer's 
Market every Sunday, 1 Oam-3pm. All info is on our website. 

www.savebarec.org ·Phone: 888-BAREC-80 



Moore, Janis 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 
Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 
'Moore, Janis' 
info@savebarec.org 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments­
BAREC comments part 9 

Importance: High 

Attachments: SaveBAREC-may-9-2006-council-meeting.pdf; Save BAREC-how-can-i-help.pdf; Save 
BARECwhat-is-barec.pdf; Save BARECwhat-is-the-issue.pdf; Save BAREC-why­
savebarec.pdf; SaveBAREC.pdf; SaveBAREC-april-26-2006-council-meeting.pdf; 
SaveBARECcouncil-meeting. pdf; SaveBAREC-current-affairs.pdf; SaveBAREC-july-18-2006-
council-meeting. pdf; SaveBAREC-march-7 -2006-council-meeting. pdf 

~ ~ ~ 1! ~ -m 
3aveBAREC-may-9- Save Save Save Save SaveBAREC.pdf SaveBAREC-april-2 
2006-council-m ... EC-how-can-i-help.JECwhat-is-barec.pcECwhat-is-the-issue:C-why-savebarec.~ (113 KB) 6-2006-counci. .. 

SaveBARECcounciSaveBAREC-currer6aveBAREC-july-1SaveBAREC-march· 
-meeting.pdf (... t-affairs.pdf ... -2006-council... 7-2006-council ... 

This shows the level of involvement in the 
past with Santa Clara. 
Please include this in the EIR to show how the community will be impacted in general and 
what can the Valley Fair expansion do to the situation. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Kirk Vartan [mailto:kirk@savebarec.org] 
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 4:52 PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org' 
Subject: BAREC RDEIR/Santa Clara Gardens comments 
Importance: High 

The following are web pages that I would like you to include in the public comments. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 

kirk@savebarec.org 
www.savebarec.org 
888-BAREC-80 .,.~~ 

1 
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Bay Area Researcll aad Extension Center 
SaveBAREC. ory Home 

What is BARR? What is the Is.<me? Why save BUlC? How can I help ? 

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln 

· Santa Clara City Council Meeting 
May 9, 2006 

Friends of BAREC ask for a 15 
minute time slot. .. Mayor opposed 

On May 9th, Linda Perrine, representing Friends of BAREC, asked the City Council for 15 minutes to 
·present an environmentally superior land use for the BAREC property. Council Member Kennedy made a 
motion to hear a coherent 15 minute presentation, rather than the alternative of having multiple people 
present 2-3 minutes at a time as Jennifer Sparacino, the City Manager, suggested. 

:Mayor Mahan talked about subverting the public process and would not stand for it. Twice, she felt the need 
to express her dissatisfaction with the motion and the fact the City Council was being asked to hear 
something about a land use from the public. Ultimately, the motion to hear the 15 minute presentation failed 
4-2. 

Why is the Mayor so nervous about sharing information with the public? Isn't that the job of government? 

Introduction/Jennifer Sparacino (City Manager): Frank Freedman Asking for Council 
l> §.!;§racine's cor,nments suggesting the Council not Consideration 
·approve the request for 15 minutes {4 minutes- >Freedman's comments (2 minutes- 1MB) 
2MB) Steve Hazel making general comments 
Linda Perrine Request (3 minutes - 1.5MB) 
> (3 minutes - Councilmember Kolstad agreeing with City Staff 
2MB) >Kolstad comments (1 minute- 500KB) 
Councilmember Mathews asks for clarification on Councilmember Mathews trying to compromise 
Process Warned by Cl·•y staff -bout ta;"n•1·ng the >hA"·"'"'"" """"""''''""' (1 m·lnu•e 40"KB} , L a ~I !~~:::.:.~!.!.~c.'J::f?. II L - V 

:process Mayor Mahan says it subverts existing process. 
> rv1athews/SQaracmo/Rliev's comments Says SummerHill and other stake holders need 
discouraging non-applicant issue. (3 minutes - opportunity to speak 
1.5MB) >Mahan subversion comments (1.5 minute- 2MB) 
Mathews Asks if Alternative Land Use will be 'councilmember Mathews changes his mind ..... 
heard Motion Fails 4-2, Kennedy/Moore supports 
> that "only those applications that (1 minute- 500KB) 
have the signature of the property owner are 
considered a valid application by the City Council. .. " Entire video of the relevant parts of the meeting: 
(30 sec- 200KB) Click ~re to see complete video (23 minutes-
Councilmember Kennedy makes a motion to hear 12MB) 
the presentation 

(2 minutes - 1M B) 

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280). 
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC 

9/8/2006 4:07PM 
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Bay Araa Basearcll and Extension Center 
SaveBAIEC. ory Home 

What is BARR? What is the Issue ? 

What you can do to help ... 

Please send in a donation. VIVA now has 
full federal non-profit status 501 (c)(3) and can 
offer full tax benefits for your contribution .. 
Please send to: 

VIVA 
1698 Hanchett Avenue 
San Jose, CA 95128. 
viva@savebarec.org 

Stop any zoning change regarding the 
BAREC property, specifically changing it from 
an agricultural piece of property. 

We need four votes to insure BAREC is 
retained in agricultural zoning. It is, therefore, 
especially important to talk to Mayor Patricia 
Mahan and share your views. The council 
members are located here. 

Write Santa Clara City Council and tell 
them: 

You want Santa Clara to retain the land to 
preserve its agriculture/horticulture usage and 
its history. Simply and 
sign it. 

Send your letter to: 

City of Santa Clara 
City Council and Council Offices 

1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Or email them at 

You can can also send the Santa Clara City 
Council a letter to petition them to hear your 
concerns at an official Council meeting. They 
are required to put you on the agenda to hear 
your concerns. Download the form here. To 
learn more about their process, go to their 
website. 

If you would like to help or want further 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settingslkirk!My%20Documentslbarec/ ... 

Shortly, the State will ask the Santa Clara City 
Council to change the land'~ zoning from 
agriculture to housing. 

'The average acre of farmland in San 
Francisco earns $123,000 per year" - from the 
Census of Agriculture and Metro FarrJL a 
guide to growing a big profit on a small parcel 
of land by Michael Olson. 

Ask your local legislators the or 
simply print out our .:::.:::..·:L:~-: .. ~-=o;:..;. 
and send it in! Here is the the San 
Francisco Chronicle, May 2, 2004: "The fk1h 

with Michael Pollan." 

List of current elected officials and other 
background information. 

Please support the City of San Jose and Santa 
Clara to work together to save as much of 
BAREC as possible. Write the Mayors, Vice 
Mayor Pat Dando and Councilman Ken 
Yaeger. 

We are always in need of volunteers. Please 
or call us if you have any time. 

Get signatures on from your 
neighbors. When complete, email us for a drop 
off meeting or an address to send them. 

9/8/2006 4:05 PM 
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information, visit http:/lwww.savebarec.org 
or email: info@savebarec ocg or 

call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227 -3280). 

You can send a hard copy of our sample 
letter to your legislator and attach a copy of 
the following article so they have the latest 
information. 

For comments or questions, please email us at: or call 888-BAREC-80 
(888-227 -3280). 

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Vqlues in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and 
SaveBAREC 

Internet Hosting by our friends at: hos:to:-d- twy 

mc'dern world 
,nt¢"tn~t 

9/8/2006 4:05 PM 
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Bay Area Besearcll and Extension Center 
SaveBAREC.or_r Home 

What is: BARIC? What is the Issue? Why save URIC? How can I help ? 

What is BAREC? 

This open space in the city of Santa Clara, adjacent to San Jose, is considered the State's 
leader in rural/urban issues: health, the environment, sustainability, recycling, and pollution 
prevention. The land and its buildings are in line for being listed in the National Historic 
Registry. 

"It's [BAREC] a marvelous facility that is supporting research on turf grass, landscape plants, 
cut flowers, high value horticultural crops, composting, bio-intensive pest management, 
alternatives to methyl bromide and other high visibility topics. It's also a very unique property 
for studying ag-urban interface issues. These interface issues will only grow in importance in 
the coming years." 
Steven Nation, Assistant to the University of California President of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources (before the Center was closed). 

"BAREC is so important to the City and region that it should be placed on the National 
Historical Registry." 
Lori Garcia, Santa Clara City Historian and Commissioner on the Santa Clara County 
Historical Commission and Chairman of the Santa Clara Planning Commission. 

A five minute PowerPoint presentation by Joseph Garbarino, a West Valley student, to the 
Parks Management Department, West Valley College in Saratoga, CA, May 20, 2004:6 
~imple V~ to~!;)e lri.J:ro9J::!f?!JJo BJ~JiEC (780KB). Use this as a simple way to communicate 
the value and need to preserve BAREC's heritage. 

A more detailed presentation can be found here, entitled: Save UC Agriculture/ Hqtticulture 
.!..~=\.~=::.:~.~-":::.!...~::::..I. (2MB). 

See many pictures of BAREC: 
Photos (property in use) -- Page 1 
Photos (property in use) --Page 2 

See 1997 pictures 0 BJ\REC m ~c!ion 
See February 2004 photos 
See May 2004 photos 

9/8/2006 4:04 PM 
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For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 
(888-227 -3280). 

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and 
SaveBAREC 

Internet Hosting by our friends at: 
hO$'.t~d t-1..1 
moder·n world 

,ntNt"l~t 

9/8/2006 4:04 PM 
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Bay Ana RISI8rcb and Extension Center 

SaveBAREC. ory 

What L<> BABlO? 

What is the issue? 

Watch the videos and see/hear what the Mayor and Council members said when BAREC 
was on the agenda on April 26, 2005. This information is very enlightening and 
proves no final decisions have been made regarding BAREC. 

--> 

To see all of the events that have taken place over the past four years, .i:?lE_ase click here to read about 
the timeline for the You will be amazed about what has taken place. 

This 17 acre open space will be lost forever because the state intends to sell the land to a developer 
who will replace the open space with high density housing. 

There have been no plans to relocate or recreate the facilities or preserve any of it's historic value to 
the community. This land has served the public since 1886. 

Dumping public land to private developers is a betrayal of what our government represents. If this 
land is sold, many programs to improve our community will never return. 

The traffic and parking problems already observed by other new housing developments such as 
Santana Row will be compounded with the developer's intentions for BAREC. 

"In the summer of 2002 our City did a study of where to place Santa Clara's required housing for the 
next five years. This study showed that BAREC was not needed for this required housing." 
--Patricia Mahan, Santa Clara City Mayor 

"The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is costly to maintain it." 
--Geoffrey Goodfellow, Santa Clara City Director of Planning, stated this on January 2003 in front of 
300+ people at a community meeting. 

"We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a lawsuit that will bankrupt 
it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to say, that's just the reality of it." 
--Patricia Mahan, Santa Clara City Mayor, April 26, 2005 at the Santa Clara City Council Meeting 
See her on video here: .:...;:..:.o.~~:::._:_..:.=-=· 

"The State has never challenged a city on a zoning issue." 
--Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California State Dept. of General Services. 
Note: that Dan Potash is the State's consultant in charge of selling BAREC and his boss is Jeff 
Crone. 

Santa Clara City Mayor Mahan speaks on public television about BAREC and wants to preserve 
it! 

Environmental Concerns with David 
Bonasera 
Where: Comcast Community Television 

What Santa Clara City Mayor Mahan said: 

"To have 17 acres reserved as open space 

9/8/2006 4:04 PM 
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'when: October 12, 2004 
Guests: 
> Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan 
>Terry Trumbull (environmental lawyer) 
> Shiloah Ballard (Silicon Valley Manufacturing 
Group) 
> Kathryn Mathewson (SaveBAREC, Secret 
;Gardens) 
>Cameron Colson (California Compliant) 
> Joe Cernac (Sierra Club Guadalupe Group in 
Santa Clara Valley) 

,This Comcast TV program has two half-hour 
segments. If you would like to see it in its 
entirety, we would be happy to share it with you 
and/or your neighborhood and friends. Please 
contact us at: 1nfo@savebarec.org or 
408-292-9595. 

would be magnificent I do not know that anyone 
of us sitting here today would argue that fact." 
Listen to her 

"If the county would step forward and say we will 
'join with the City of Santa Clara and purchase 
some of that [land] or if the City of San Jose 
wanted to contribute, it would be marvelous." 
Listen to her 

"There is no [BAREC] plan yet....The 
conceptual plan is, is just like a placeholder. The · 
:City Council has done nothing to approve a plan. 
We have not even seen a plan." Listen to her 

See/hear two minutes in her own words. 
Microsoft Windows Media Click here (3MB- 2min) 
Apple Quicktime Click here (4MB- 2min). 
. Requires f\ljlc:r()§t~ftV\IIJ1_dow _ _11.1,;;gla or : .. :~::.c:.:::: .... co.:c;.·:cc.:.:.::.::::. 

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@;savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 
(888-227 -3280). 

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and 
SaveBAREC 

Internet Hosting by our friends at: h<:<.St~d t>y 

modein ·,vmld 
.r,t.z.n·t~~ 

9/8/2006 4:04 PM 



Save BAREC.org ·Keep Public Land Public! file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/kirk!My%20Documents/barec/ ... 

I of2 

Bay Area Rasearclland Extension Center 

SaveBAREC. o~!l Home 

What is BABIC ? What is the Is..'>ue 1 

Why Save BAREC? 

15 Reasons Why We Should Save 
BAREC!!! 

How can I help ? 

A few examples of what BAREC used to 
do: 
·Master Gardeners· Blueberry Picking- 1997 

This area of Santa Clara County needs a park - Hosts Turf and Landscape Field Day - 1999 
and BAREC is right in the middle of the district! - MetrgActive g_rticle on the bad "dea"- 2000 
Have a look at the - 2001 

Here is another example of an organic farm in - ~~: .. ~=c.!."-•:~.:.:....:..:!::.::~-=" - 2002 
the middle of dense urban living: Fairview 

Future Programs: 
Examples of Needed Programs 

Download our general 1wo Q<1QE! flyc:r to quickly 
learn about the land and its importance and to Download[6MBJ Sharon's McCray's BAREC 
share with others in the community. History PowerPoint, updated February 2005. 

History: 
"This site should receive national historical 
status." 
--Lori Garcia, Santa Clara County Historical 
Heritage Commission and author, Santa Clara 
From Mission to Municipality 

ggrnpilation of documents supporting UC 
Center Land as fulfilling requirements to be a 
Historical Landmark by Sharon McCray. 

Read a letter sent to Santa Clara Mayor 
Mahan in August 2003 from Master Gardener 
Sharon McCray, showing how BAREC can be 

Research and Education: saved, supported, and sustained.:::::.:.;.~.:..::::..:..~ 
"If this parcel of land has the agriculture zoning .:::~.:::.:...:::::::_=:.:..::::. 
removed, it would not only be a tragic loss to 
the community's heritage and its future, but Open Space: 
also close the door to any opportunities we "Our recent poll shows that 8 out of 1 0 people 
may have in the future to pursue our research in Santa Clara Valley are concerned about the 
and education work in the Santa Clara Valley." lack of open space in the Santa Clara Valley." 
--Dr. Carol Shennan, Director of UC Santa --Bob Gerard, Attorney and Retired Stanford 
Cruz's Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Professor, February 2004 
Food Systems 

Please review our presentation to Santa Clara 
County Supervisor Jim Beall in September 
2005. Also look at our ideas on:..,:.::::.:.:_.;.;~~:.:::. 

"Land is a non-renewable resource. It would 
seem shortsighted to make a dollar at the 
expense of what has been a resource for the 
greater community." 
--Vicki Moore, Greenbelt Alliance 

9/8/2006 4:04PM 
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can be used based on what UC Santa Cruz 
has done with their financially stabJe, self 
sustaining, and income generating Center for 
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 
(CASFS) program, including their children's 
Life labs area. 

We also presented to the Santa Clara County 
Board of Education. See the presentation 

SUPPORTERS and QUOTES: 
List of the many supporters. 

Quotes from well known individuals 

See what type of bird wildlife exists at 
BAREC as seen by bird experts. 

"Open space raises property values." 
--Daniel Press, author of Saving Open Space, 
Professor Environmental Studies at UC Santa 
Cruz 

Read the Silicon Valley Business Journal 
on how agricultural open space helps a 

community as a whole. 
--Kathryn Mathewson. January 2003 

Chicago did a Millennium Park Econom1c 
Impact Study that shows the value of having 
open space. 

Food Safety: 

"The Future of Food," 
produced and written by 
Deborah Koons Garcia 

Click for rnore mfo .. 

Location of BAREC: 
Santa Clara County map; Santa Clara City 
map; Santa Clara Street map 

For comments or questions, please email us at: or call 888-BAREC-80 
(888-227-3280). 

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and 
SaveBAREC 

Internet Hosting by our friends at: 
host~<! 1>'.1 
modern world 

tnt~rn~t 

9/8/2006 4:04 PM 
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Bar Area Researcll and Extension Center 

SavaBAREC. ory Home 

What is BARIC? What is the Issue ? Why save BABIC? How can I help '? 

"All political power is inherent in the people. Government is instituted for their protection, security, and benefit, and they havE 
the right to alter or reform it when the public good may require. 

The BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR is released. The documents are online (click here). Copies are 
available at the library. Public comments are due by September 8th at 5:00pm. 

BAREC ticker The BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR is released. 
Public Comment Ends In: Public comment period is open until Sept 8. The documents 

No event scheduled. are online (click here). Copies are available at the library. 

Our Mission: To keep this 17 acre agricultural piece of public land public. Additionally, we believe an educational. urban 
f~r..n:t would best benefit the public and provide a financially sustainable way to preserve the land in open space forever. 
Please us if you want to get on our mailing list: ".:..:.:::·.:.:..::.'""·-"'"'-"'="'...:..:::.:::.:.:=::.:.."-'-"' 

Summary Information- Keep Public Land Public: 
Video 
- Anna Werner from CBS 5 Investigates does a about the toxins on BAREC on June 19, 2006 at 11pm. 

• SaveBAREC was on the ABC 7 News prograrn. at 6:00pm on November 9, 2005. Have a look at the video [2MB] 

and the ""'=-"=--=.· 
Print 
-Read the October 19, 2005 Silicon Valley Metro cover story describing the political issues and 
views on BAREC. 
- Read the October 20, 2005 Rose Garden Resident cover story .E0..te of.j!:l_fdor!J15JL I.JC agricu_lturaL§_tilJi2JJ.Les.t.§. 
in hands of Santa Clara City Council describing the many views on the status of BAREC. You'll see how many 
issues there are and why this land is so important. 
- Read the San Jose Mercury News article with some very powerful quotes showing support for alternative 
ideas entitled: Last Ditch Effort to Turn Back the Clock. 
-The [700KB] of Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) news letter features 
BAREC as well as a follow-up article in the current Spring 2006 issue [SOOKBJ. 

Please view a concept we have for how this land can be used (i.e., organic, urban agriculture) based on what 
UC Santa Cruz has done with their financially stable, self sustaining, and income generating Center for 
~nn:co!oqy and Sustainable Food S~;'stems. (CASFS) program, including their children's Life Labs area. 

What we are suggesting is already proven to be successful: The Center of Urban Agriculture: an organic farm in 
the middle of dense urban Jiving: .:....:::.:.:...:..:=--=:::::.:-::~""· 

See what the State wants to do with the land 

' 

9/8/2006 4:02 PM 
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Current Affairs: {.click IJii'H! for mgrc info and news article:& 
-The public comment period for the Qr~<:JJLELB. and Draft~61Y has closed. The next public event (besides regular City 
Council meetings has been delayed until AugusUSeptember). Please While the public comment period is 
officially closed, you can still send in letters and comments to the City of Santa Clara. See the sample letters you can 
send. 
- For sample letters you can send in to the politicians and agencies on EIR and RAW, please .:=..c.~.:..:;c_=-· 

Propaganda mailing sent to Santa Clara citizens in hopes to gather support for the housing project..:::..:.:.=.::...=.:.. [2MB) to 
see. 

Go to our web page that puts most of the relevant past City Council meetings on one page. Click here to see it. 

Learn more about the :';i.C!Y.D.!._Q.entral Farm in LA (also known as: The Farm), the largest urban farm in the country. It is 
14 acres large! Just see what community support can do. BAREC's 17 acres can do even morel 

Aug 15-Sept 2, 2006: Migrating Canadian Geese use BAREC as a landing pad. See the video here. 100s land every 
day. 
August 20, 2006: The SJ Mercury News awards SaveBAREC.org the Grand E'J.if~.l<?I..!'J_IMI::~:r. to see it. 

wrote this and we encourage you to He really needs a reality check. 
June 19, 2006: Anna Werner from CBS 5 Investigates does a story about the toxins on BAREC. =::..:.:-:.:=::.· 

May 13, 2006: SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitled: Last Ditch Effort to Turn Back the Clock. 
May 9, 2006: City of Santa Clara has moved the date of the next public meeting to August/September 2006. 
May 3, 2006: Silicon Valley Metro article on SaveBAREC support, activities, and updates. h.~Xf3 for story. 
April12, 2006: Santa Clara Weekly does a cover story on BAREC. Click here [1MB) for story. 
April 6, 2006: Historical and Landmarks Commission votes down the motion to approve the History and Cultural 
Resources section of the Draft EIR in a 5-2 vote! Great job! See the update in the SJ Mercury, ='--'-'c.:=...;...:.:::..:.:..::::"::..:...c=.=c:· 

April 2, 2006, 12:00-5:00pm - Successful Rally at the BAREC site. See pictures here. 

See the timeline 

9/8/2006 4:02PM 
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Support Urban Agriculture 

The State of California is selling this 17 
acres dedicated to public service since the 
1800s. 

The land is considered the State's leader in 
rural/urban issues: health, the environment, 
sustainability, recycling, and pollution 
prevention. 

The land and its buildings are in line for 
being listed in the National Historic Registry 

Did you know ... 

> 1884 the Normal School operated on the 
site 
> 1886 to 1889 it housed Osborne Hall, a 
home for physically and mentally disabled 
children 
> 1921 to 1960 it was a home for families of 
Civil War Veterans 
> 1928 to 2003 it was a University of 
California Agricultural/Horticulture Research 
Center 

;;ce f~ for exact location, in the city of 
Santa Clara on North Winchester Blvd. 
across from Valley Fair, bounded on two 
sides with San Jose. 

This web site is dedicated to support 
the preservation of this unique land 
and to provide solutions for 
sustainable urban agriculture. If you 
want to help, please ==.:;:;.;::._=· 

In 2003, the State decided to sell the property 
for housing development. If sold to developers, 
much of the land will be turned into 
medium-density housing (up to 11-27+ units per 
acre). This is in stark contrast to the 5-7 units per 
acre in the surrounding neighborhood. Dumping 
public land to private developers is a betrayal of 
what our government represents. If this land is 
sold, many programs to improve our community 
will never return. 

The San Jose Parks and Recreation 
Commission is completely in favor of keeping the 

entire space an open-space. "'c''"''-"-':::.:";""""'"""'".""' 

The land is considered the State's leader in 
rural and urban issues. This includes health and 
the environment, sustaining and maintaining 
land, recycling, and pollution prevention. This 
land can provide leadership in sustainable living. 

Learn more about BAREC, including 
information regarding tl1e issues involved with 
§.:2YJ'29.Ji6.t"<EG.. and how Thank 
you for your time and 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW) Schedule 
Please glick hgi!Z to see more information. 

·April& Apri118 April 21 April 24 ??? 

9/8/2006 4:02PM 
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Draft EIRDraft .Historical !Public Parks and Public :senior Public 'Planning City Council 
released >RAW 'and lcomment of Recreation . comment !Advisory comment Commission Public 
(public released Landmarks the Draft Commission period on Commission period on :Public Hearing and 
comment (public Commission .RAW 7:00pm Draft 10:00am Draft EIR !Hearing, Potential 
period comment 7:00pm 7:00-9:00pm -City Hall RAW -Community closes at City Council Action, City 
begins) period .-Staff -Westwood Council closes at Recreation 5:00pm Chambers. Council 

.begins) Conference 'Elementary Chambers 5:00pm Center on '7:00pm Chambers. 
Room, City School .Kiely Blvd. !- Public 7:00pm 
Hall -435 '(before meeting on • Public 

:saratoga !Kaiser 'Draft EIR meeting to 
Avenue, Hospital} ,and related consider 
:santa Clara I development lDraft EIR 

applications and related 
development 
!applications 

For comments or questions. please email us at: iHf0filsavebarec.org or caii888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280). 
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Arculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC 

Internet Hosting by our friends at: li!IIU.Iflltlll 
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Bav Area Bescarcll and EXtension Center 
SaveBAREC. or!! Hom• 

What is BARIC? What Lo; the Is.<>ue ? \\>'by save BIRlC? How can I help ? 

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln 

:Santa Clara City Council Meeting 
April 26, 2005 

BAREC was on the Agenda 

BAREC was placed on the agenda by request of Kirk The following quot~s can be clicked on .to hear 
vartan. Many people spoke and a lot of and see the actual v1deo from the followmg people: 

· perspectives, suggestions, and information were 
shared with the Council. 

.We have made the entire 36 minute section of the 
'meeting available via video below. Additionally, we 
have broken-up the video into multiple segments, 
allowing you to easily see specific testimony from 
citizens and Council members, making it easier to 
hear the information you are interested in. We listed 
some highlight quotes from the video in the right 
column; however, in case there are any questions 
about the context of the statements, we are also 
providing the entire video for viewing. Simply click on :.::o:c.~~.:::.:c..,_-.:.:~.''--~~~-;;.:...::::.::-...~:~=~:...:..::::~~~ 

a quote on the right, and the video of the person .Counc1lmember Caserta states: 
saying those words will start. The hand-outs given at 
the meeting are linked at the bottom of this column. 

City Introduction: 

>~~,-~,~~~~~~~~~~~~-~--~~~~ 
City Staff/Council responses and comments: 

Q!!Y~$taff1Q§~'?.£1Se -_ Gg_gdfellow (2JI1inutes_:: 

·;Four documents were shared with the City Council 
and the audience. Click on any one of them: 

Councilmember Moore states: 
"! know there's a parK I'd like to see it bt;; a litt!e bit 
bioger. But. I think that neig!1borhood needs a park." 
Mayor Mahan states: 
"The reality Is, the propertv is go1ng to be 
:developed u and there's nothing we can do to stop 
it We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you 
:want to subject this Gity to a lawsuit that will 
'bankrupt iLand, it's JUSt not going to happen, and 
.I'm sorrv to say, that's just the reality of it." 

Entire video of the Council meeting: 

9/8/2006 4:06PM 
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· .LJSlr k __ Y-e_d?n:~Jn.J roc)_~1 ct_l_q_Q, ~ _ _P.re- meeti n Q_QQ!~.§ 
and :nformat;on, 3. BAREC's supporter list, and 
4 The San Jose Park's Committee letter, showing 
complete support for keeping BAREC as open Videos require: f\1t_c;tQ?Q.f!.\N1_!_1.QQ~'I/_fy_ll_<:_dJ§ 
space. 
'-.. ~----~---*--·----------·-··-·----~------
For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280). 
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC 
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Bar Arua Research and Extension Center 
SaveBAREC. or7 Hom• 

What is BARIC ? \Vhat is the Issue ? Why save BAIIlC ? How can I help ? 

''The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land. n Abraham Lincoln 

City of Santa Clara 
Council Meetings 

The following are council meetings that feature BAREC or agricultural land use education. Many of 
these video clips are no longer available to the public because the City of Santa Clara does not keep 
a permanent record of any Council Meetings. They are made available on VHS tape and after a few 
months, the tapes are over written with new City Council meetings. So, it is up to the public to keep 
the public informed. Please with any questions. 

April 26. 2005 - BAREC was placed on the agenda. Good public comments were made and even 
,better City Council comments were made. Council members Caserta, Mathews, and Mahan stated 
their positions on BAREC. to view all the information. 

March 7, 2006- BAREC was placed on the agenda to discuss the contamination on the property. The 
Mayor decided at the last minute to cut public comment to two (2) minutes, down from three. This is 
only supposed to happen with ten (10) or more speakers. There were only eight. Just another 
example of the Mayor's actions of not supporting educating the public on this matter. to 
view all the information. 

May 9, 2006 - Friends of BAREC asked the City Council to allow the group to present an agricultural 
land use option for BARE C. While certain members of the Council (Kennedy and Moore, and 
Mathews at one point) were in favor of letting the group give a 15 minute presentation, the Mayor was 
vehemently opposed to it. She stated it was "subverting the process." The motion to allow the 
presentation failed 4-2. to view all the information. 

=..:.L.....:..:::.~-=-=~=- Friends of BAREC was able to get ten (10) minutes in front ofthe City Council to 
nr"'"'"'"nT the benefits of an educational urban farm in Santa Clara. This is an excellent presentation 
on how farmland can be used in a city. Unfortunately, the Mayor did not allow the public to speak on 
the matter and even banned/censored the word BAREC from any discussion. The public did not get a 
:chance to speak on this matter. We are still checking to see if this is legal. to view all the 
information. 

For comments or questions, please email us at: i<lfo@.savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 
(888-227 -3280). 

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and 
SaveBAREC 

9/8/2006 4:06 PM 
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Bay Area Besearcll a nil Extension Center 
SaveBAREC. or!! Home 

What is BARIO? What is the Issue? Why save BARlC? How can I help ? 

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln 

Current Affairs ... What's Been Going On ... 

Stop by the Santa Clara Farmers' Market every Saturday between 9:00am-1:OOpm. See our 
tabfel\1\ 11. 

Here is an example of the popular Green market in Union Square 
where 3,000 students from 82 schools participate in Green Market's Educational Tours, with over 
250,000 visitors a week to the local Farmer's Markets!!! 

August 2006 
-August 15-September 2: Migrating Canadian Geese use BAREC as a landing pad. See the video 
here. 100s land every day. 
-August 20, The SJ Mercury News awards SaveBAREC.org the Grand Prize for NIMBY. C lck here 
to see it. S~ott J:ierJ!old wrote this and we encourage you to write him. He really needs a reality 
.check. 
-August 11/14, The State did the weed cutting. Some dust was put in the air, but for the most part, 
the need weed control was done. Thanks to the State for doing this to protect the neighborhood. The 
DTSC was supposed to have air monitors on site, but they did not. No one knows why. 
-August 9, Go to our web page that puts most of the relevant past City Council meetings on one 
page. Click here to see it. 
-August 4, The City of Santa Clara sent out a "COURTFSY WORK NOTICE" for weed abatement 
on BAREC to select neighbors only. This has been neglected for months. 
July 2006 
-July 25, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR available onli!]SJ here (late in the day). 
-July 24, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT available online. 
- July 23, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT available online. 
- Ju!y 22, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT available online. 
-July 21, BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR NOT available online. 
-July 20, Ng.!Jce of the BAREC Recirculated Draft EIR was just released. Public comment period 
open. The documents are not yet posted online (as of July 23rd), but hopefully the city will do this 
soon. Doesn't seem fair that the clock starts before they are available to the public. They said the 
documents are available at the library. 
-July 18, SaveBAREC presented the benefits of an Educational Urban Farm to the City Council. 
June 2006 
- June 28, Presentation to the Santa Clara Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC). Click here to see. 
-June 20, The New York Times article From Attichokes to Zinfander Farm Tg_IJ!§. by Patricia Leigh 
Brown shows how agriculture generates business and revenue for cities. 
-June 19, Anna Werner from CBS 5 Investigates does a about the toxins on BAREC. 

-June 14, 6:00-B:OOpm, Meeting to review the proposed 600,000 sq. ft. Valley Fair expansion. 
-June 10, VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture), our non-profit 
, parent, now has its federal non-profit status. It is now an official 501 (c)(3) non-profit and can 
authorize full tax deductions. Please contact us for details on how to make donations: 

May 2006 
- May 19, Propaganda rnaliing sent to Santa Clara citizens in hopes to gather support for the housing 
project. [2MB] to see. 
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- DTSC of the public meeting on April 13, 2006 discussing the Draft Removal Action 
Workplan. 
-May 17, SummerHill Homes has scheduled a meeting (inviting only a select few). So, we decided 
to spread the word. 
- May 13, SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitled: Last Ditch Effort to Turn Back 
the Clock. 
- May 9, City of Santa Clara has moved the date of the next public meeting to AugusUSeptember 
2006. 
- May 9, SaveBAREC was on the Santa Clara City Council agenda to request time to present an 
alternate agriculture land use option (educational urban farm). 
-The [500KB] of Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) news letter 
features a follow-up update on BAREC. 
- May 3, Silicon Valley Metro article on SaveBAREC support, activities, and updates. Click here for 
story. 
Apri/2006 
-April 26th, Santa Clara Weekly reports on of SaveBAREC group member. Click here 
[200KB]. 
-April 12th, Santa Clara Weekly does a on BAREC. Cllg_!s_he@ [1MB]. 
- DTSC of the public meeting on April 13, 2006 discussing the Draft Removal Action 
Work plan. 
-April 6th, SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitled: .: .. -::-~.c.c.:..:"""'-·.;;;..:..:.."·'::.."·= .. =·;·'~-'- .. "·;~" 

-April 6th, Historical and Landmarks Commission votes down the motion to approve the History 
and Cultural Resources section of the Draft El R in a 5-2 vote! Great job! See the update in the SJ 
Mercury, Bay Area News in BriE'J 
-April 3rd, SJ Mercury News, The Valley section, Sal Piz?1ro states: "But when a piece of land 
wakes up people enough to join a letter-writing campaign, it's probably worth a second look." 
-April 2nd, Sunday, 12:00-S:OOpm - Successful Rally at the BAREC site. See pictures here. 
March 2006 
- For a listing of all dates and events around the Draft EIR and Draft RAW, please c ick here. 
- March 22nd:The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) released their p_raft R~moval 
8rJ.l9J.'1 W~l§n__LQraft Bl::'!:ll. Please see the bottom of !h.Ls_..Q?..9§. 
- March 13th, SJ Mercury, The Valley section, Julie Patel's article entitled: :..:.::;.....:::::.:::'..:..1.....:....:.: • .:....=-==-=.;;;..;. 

-March 9th: The ,:;::..;:;..L.::.:.~="'-"'·~~.:::::..:.~:::::....:::::,:...:::.~.:..:..."..:.;.;:;.:.:~:.:.=:.:....:.:.=~:...:.;;;;J=.:..l.:..;=.:..:....:.:.;:::.::::_= is 
active. 
-March 7th: (see item 10) for the Santa Clara City Council. See the 

BAREC was placed on the agenda by the community back on April 26, 2005. See the 
videos and handouts from the ;.;.:.;;;;:.~_:....;:,_:....;:,~:,_;:..:,..,c_..;;::c.,..;::.· 
February 2006 
-Call or email a letter to the S.l Mercury News' (408-920-5473) asking to have BAREC 
added to the list of places to preserve in Santa Clara County. Here is a san1r;:de: letter to send. 
- Met with the Santa Clara Citizens Action Committee and got support for our efforts. 
·January 2006 
- See a Letter to the Editor in the San Jose Mercury News, January 31st. 
-San Jose Mercury News article on BAREC published in Sunday's The Valley section, January 29, 
2006. 
- KKUP (91.5 FM) on January 26th at 10:00am to noon. Old Time Farmer produced by former 
BAREC Director Dr. Craig Kolodge. Sharon McCray and Dr. Craig Kolodge discussed BAREC. 
- SaveBAREC oresented at the Cory Neighborhood Association on January 23rd at 7:30pm. 
- KKUP (91.5 FM) on January 25th at ?-8:00am. Kathryn Mathewson was on the show talking about 
BARE C. 
-The !?lt::..?Li.§.§.ue [700KBJ of Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) news letter features 
BARE C. 
December 2005 
-We now have over 3,000 signatures on our Thank you! 
November 2005 
- We legally parked our truck in front of the property according to local a Santa Clara Police Sergeant 
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(SCPO), yet the vehicle was towed. Have a look at the vehicle report and the $457.41 tow charge 
that I had to pay personally to get the truck out of storage, plus the $25.00 SCPO admin fee, totaling 
$482.41 of out of pocket costs. The vehicle is a legal expression of our 1st Amendment Rights!!! 
- SaveBAREC was on the ABC 7 News program at 6:00pm on November 9, 2005. Have a look at the 
video [2MB] and the plfture~. 
-Well, we got to meet HRH The Prince of Wales when he was in San Francisco with his wife the 
Duchess of Cornwall. I shook his hand and got a packet of information to him, but no signature ... yet. 
Here are a couple of pictures of him enjoying some organic produce and about to meet our orouo. 
The San Jose Mercury News even did a bri~ writ<U!.Q on the visit. 
-Please get involved. Have a look at the EIR web page on what you can do. Click here. 
October 2005 
- Read the October 19, 2005 Silicon Valley Metro cover story Secret Gardens describing the political 
issues and views on BAREC. 
- Read the October 20, 2005 Rose Garden Resident cover story Fate of the former UC agricultural 
stat1on rests in hands of Santa Clara City Council describing the many views on the status of 
BAREC, including some inaccuracies. 
-The City of Santa Clara had an _t;l.B Sco121JJ...CIJ:D~etii1.9 on October 3rd. Please write the City. Read 
~:-=::..!.=:c=-':'-:'-'-=- on what was said and what you can do. 
- Read the Mercury News article "No Fast Fix for 1-280/1-880; It's a Parking Lot in Morning," by Gary 
Richards, talking about how problems accumulate and how one more large development like BAREC 
without first fixing the interstate problems will only add to these problems. Given the war and the 
hurricane relief problems, will our government have the money to fix these intersection problems in 
the near future? Is it worth taking our historical land and adding even more problems to our 
community? 
September 2005 
-Watch Environmental Concerns with David Bonasera (aired on September 29, 2005). BAREC is 
the topic of the show! The program is 28 minutes. Download the video here: High quality video 
[29MB] 
- SaveBAREC presented to County Supervisor Jim Beall. Click here [900KB] to see the presentation. 
August 2005 
Just Released: BAREC on the front cover and the lead article in August's The Californian [5MB] 
published by the California History Center Foundation at De Anza College, 21250 Stevens Creek 
Blvd., Cupertino, CA 95014. Written by Master Gardener and Historian Sharon McCray. Published 
with permission. to download. 
July 2005 
The State/Regional Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District (GCRCD) wrote to 
the State stating they needed BAREC to fulfill their state mandated mission statement and wanted to 
work with the State to determine how they or a nonprofit could purchase BAREC to keep it as 
agricultural land. to read it. This letter also stated: 
"Since the State is legally required to first offer BAREC to State governments and districts and did 
not and since GCRCD is a State/Regional Agency, the GCRCD's opinion is that we legally have the 
right to request the Department of General Services to halt your current BAREC plans and offer the 
site to us. Since the State did not offer BAREC to the GCRCD, we are requesting that you do so 
now." 
June 2005 
-The nonprofit VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values Agriculture) senta lett~ to the State with an offer to 
purchase BAREC for an agriculturally zoned price to be used to meet community needs. Click here 
to see the letter. 
-San Jose Mercury News article on BAREC published twice (June 16, 2005 and on June 23, 
2005) in The Guide. Please write the San Jose Mercury News (letters@sjmercury.com) and tell them 
you do not want BAREC developed!!! The letter to the editor can be no longer than 125 words and 
you must include your full name, address, and day time phone number. 

We have a table at the Santa Clara Farmer's Market every Saturday, from 9:00am-1:OOpm. Please 
stop by and visit us and sign our petition to Save BAREC! If you would like to help man our table, 
please let us know. 
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Santa Clara City Council Meeting- April 2005 

Watch the videos and see/hear what the Mayor and City Council members said when 
BAREC was on the agenda on April 26, 2005. This information is very enlightening 
and proves no final decisions have been made regarding BAREC. 

~-> Click here for all the information<--

California FACT: 
...... ·'·················· ··-··············· ·-·· 

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE 
SECTION 815 

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of land in its 
natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or open-space condition is 
among the most important environmental assets of California. The 
Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public policy and in the public 
interest of this state to encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation 
easements to qualified nonprofit " 

For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 
(888-227 -3280). 

This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and 
SaveBAREC 

Internet Hosting by our friends at: host~d t-y 
modern world 

tnt~rn~t 
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Bav Area Besearcb and btenslon Center 
saveBAREC. Or!J Home 

V.rhat is BARIC? What is the Issue ? Why save BAJilC? How r.an I help? 

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln 

!Santa Clara City Council Meeting 
July 18, 2006 

Educational Urban Farms 
was on the Agenda 

The concept of farmland inside city limits is continuously questioned by the Santa Clara city staff as well 
as the Santa Clara City Council. For months we have tried to give a complete presentation about the 
viability and success of an educational urban farm. Finally, on July 18, 2006, we were able to do just that. 
Linda Perrine gave an 11 minute presentation on why Santa Clara should care about preserving 
agricultural land in Santa Clara, examples of successful educational urban farms (both in California and in 
other states), and how all of this can be done without costing the City of Santa Clara any mon~ay. Too good 
to be true? No. Just listen and find out how. 

While the presentation was wonderful, the Mayor's rules and regulations around it were not. Not only did 
she not allow any public comment, she forbid any mention of the word BAREC (i.e., censorship). We are 
all wondering what laws or rules she was using to prevent any public comment to an agenda item . 
. SaveBAREC has writ~en the City Clerk, Rod Diridon, Jr. and the City Attorney, Michael Downey, for an 
:official response whether this is even legal. There is still no comment from the City Attorney. The Mayor 
basically did not allow any public comment on the matter ... notjust SaveBAREC members, butANYONE 
from the public. Further, she later went on to say that others could speak during the Public Comment 
section on the agenda (item 11 ). However, that section specifically says, 

It says right there 
"NOT ON THE AGENDA!" Well, this item was on the agenda and the Mayor eliminated all public 
comment. 

You can view the fuil 14 rr:ir">utc: section of the meeting via video below. Additionally, we have broken-up 
the video into multiple segments, allowing you to see specific testimony from the Mayor and citizens, 
making it easier to hear the information you are interested in. Simply click on the person and you will see 
and hear the video stream to your computer. Hand-outs given at the meeting are linked below each 
'person. 

'Agenda Item 8B- Need for Educational Urban · Agenda Item 11 -Public Comment 
Farm 

Mayor's Introduction (including censorship): 
> Mavor M§Jhan (1.5 minutes - BOOKS) 
Linda Perrine's Presentation on Urban Farms: 
> Linda Perrine (11 minutes- 6MB) 

:.;_;_c..::.:::.~:..:..:.:.:..:.c.~~...;;:.;..;;;:= Please download this and 
with the video. 

Videos require: 

Public Comment (After most citizens left): 
> (3 minutes- 1.5MB) 
> responds (23 sec - 200KB) 
> (1.5 minutes - 750KB) 

Entire video of the relevant parts of the meeting: 
.:::=:.:.:.==-==.:.:...:_;::.::::.-~= (14 minutes- 8MB) 
=.;..;.=.;.;;;..;;.;:;....,;..;;.;;;.;.;..;.....;_;_;_;.;;:;;.;;::..;:;. (5 minutes -3MB) 
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For comments or questions, please email us at: info@savebarec.org or call 888-BAREC-80 (888-227 -3280). 
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC 
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Bav Area Besearelland Extension C1nter 

SaveBAREC. or.t; Home 

What is BAI!C? What is the Issue ? Why save BIBlC? How can I help ? 

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln 

Santa Clara City Council Meeting 
March 7, 2006 

BAREC was on the Agenda 

BAREC was placed on the agenda by request of Cameron Colson. The meeting was a long one and 
BAREC did not begin until after 10:00pm. While some people left, many stayed and shared their opinions. 
Unfortunately, the citizens were only given two (2) minutes to speak (normally, people are given three 
minutes). This was not a banner meeting and some comments were not presented as well as they could 
should have been, but such is a public meeting. 

The entire 27 minute section of the meeting is available via video below. Additionally, we have broken-up 
the video into multiple segments, allowing you to easily see specific testimony from the City Staff and 
citizens, making it easier to hear the information you are interested in. Simply click on the person and you 
will see and hear the video stream to you computer. Hand-outs given at the meeting are linked below each 
person. 

=:..~...:::.:.:-=:;.=-=~=_:.:._:.:o:..:::.::== (4 minutes-
2MB) 
Citizen comments: 

=.:...:..:.::;:.:.=.:...::::;.;== (3 minutes -2MB) 

minutes - 1MB) 
Club (1 minute- 600KB) 

~=---=-=~="~'"" (1 minute- 600KB) 
'-'=~~=c..;,;:;:.;:::..== (2 minutes - 1MB) 

.5 minutes - 900KB) 
> (2 minutes - 1MB) 
--Moore's prepared notes 
> ,John Beall, AG inspector (2 minutes - 1MB) 
> on cancer in area (2 minutes -
1MB) 

Entire video of the Council meeting: 
Complete video (28 minutes - 14MB) 

Important Information and Dates 

sent out to citizens within 1,000 feet 
of the development project on March 9, 2006. 

March 9- Draft EIR released (public comment 
period begins) 
March 22- Draft RAW released (public comment 
period begins) 
AprilS- Historical and Landmarks Commission 
... 7:00pm 
: ... Staff Conference Room, City Hall 
April13 - Public comment of the Draft Removal 
Action Plan (RAW) 
... 7:00-9:00pm 
... Westwood Elementary School 
... 435 Saratoga Avenue, Santa Clara 
April18- Parks and Recreation Commission 
... 7:00pm 
... City Hall Council Chambers 
April 21 - Public comment period on Draft RAW 
closes 
April24- Senior Advisory Commission 
... 10:00am 
, ... Community Recreation Center on Keily Blvd. 
(before Kaiser Hospital) 
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!April 24- Public comment period on Draft EIR 
closes 
June 28 (tentative)- Planning Commission Public 
:Hearing, City Council Chambers . 
... 7:00pm 
... Public meeting on Draft EIR and related 
development applications 
July 18 (tentative)- City Council Public Hearing 
and Potential Action, City Council Chambers . 
... 7:00pm 
... Public meeting to consider Draft EIR and related 
·development applications 

For comments or questions, please email us at: info(Q'tsavebarec.org or caii888-BAREC-80 (888-227-3280). 
This is a project of VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban Agriculture and Horticulture) and SaveBAREC 
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Moore, Janis 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Kirk Vartan [kirk@kvartan.com] 

Monday, February 12, 2007 2:53PM 

'Moore, Janis' 

info@savebarec.org 

Page 1 of 1 

Subject: Valley Fair Shopping Center Expansion Project (H06-027/GP 06-T-04) Draft EIR comments- BAREC 
comments part 2 

Importance: High 

Attachments: barec-helpers-su pporters. pdf; barec-land-use-option. pdf; barec-petition-nov-2005. pdf; barec-useful-quotes. pdf; 
fairviewgardens.pdf; gcrcd-letter-2005.pdf; high-price-of-cheap-food.pdf; pac-sj-fallwinter2005.pdf; sj-parks­
barec. pdf; supervisor-jim-beall-sept-16-2005. pdf; viva-barec-purchase-offer-june-29-2005.pdf; uc-regents­
letter -march-2000. pdf; sc-cou neil-meeting-april-26-2005. pdf; barec-programs-april-2004. pdf 

Additional comments and documents ... 

From: Kirk Vartan (kvartan) 
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 4:59 PM 
To: 'Gloria Sciara' 
Cc: 'info@savebarec.org' 
Subject: BAREC (Santa Clara Gardens) More information for Draft EIR comments 
Importance: High 

And let me give you an alternative email address: 

parec-eir@kvartan. com 

Please use this email for all communication. 

Thank you, 

Kirk Vartan 
598 N Henry Ave 
San Jose, CA 95117 

t\lso worth noting is the following: 

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE 
SECTION 815 

815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, 
1istorical, forested, or open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets of California. 
-he Legislature further finds and declares it to be the public policy and in the public interest of this state to 
mcourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to qualified nonprofit organizations." 

/12/2007 



ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR 
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED 

ORGANIZATIONS (PARTIAL LIST) 

Action for a Sustainable Earth (Acterra) 
Argonauts Historical Society 
American School of Herbalism, Santa Cruz 
Audubon Society of Santa Clara County 
Butcher's Ranch 
California Association of Nurseries and Garden Centers (formerly CAN) 
California Farm Link 
California History Center and Foundation 
California Hundred 
California Landscape Contractors Association 
California Oaks Foundation 
Camp Joy, a non profit family farm dedicated to education 
Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, UC Santa Cruz 
Center for Development of Recycling, San Jose State 
Center for Environmental Studies, Santa Clara University 
Cheesemans' Ecology Safaris, Saratoga 
Civil War Roundtable 
Common Ground, Palo Alto 
Cory Neighborhood Association 
Daughters of the American Revolution, Silicon Valley (DAR) 
Defense of Place, San Francisco 
E Clampus Vitas 
Ecological Farm Association, Watsonville 
Ecological Landscape Association of California 
Environmental Landscape Association, California Chapter 
Environmental Health Foundation 
Environmental Studies Dept., San Jose State University 
Environmental Studies Institute, Santa Clara University 
Friends Outside 
Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District 
Hidden Villa, Los Altos 
Master Gardeners of Santa Clara County 
Mission College, Santa Clara, Education and Training Program 
Our City Forest 
Pacific Coast Farmer's Market Association, a non-profit community service organization which 

organizes the Santana Row Farmer's Market 
Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PACSJ) 
Prusch Farm Park Foundation 
Sage (Sustainable Agricultural Education) 
San Jose Parks Commission 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Sierra Club/Guadalupe Group 
Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition 
Shasta/HancheWPark Neighborhood Association 
Soil Food Web 
South of Forest Neighborhood Assoc. in Santa Clara City 
Valley of Hearts Delight, a project of the Foundation for Global Community 
Veterans for Peace, Chapter 101 of Santa Clara County 
Village Harvest, a Harvesting Foundation for the hungry, Santa Clara Valley 
VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Agriculture) 
Walden West, Santa Clara County's K through 12 with only county educational program for 

environmental/agricultural programs 
Wildlife Center of Silicon Valley 
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR 
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED 

INDIVIDUALS (PARTIAL LIST) 

Alane O'reilly Weber, Soil Health and Organic Gardening Consultant, Compost Tea Maker 
Alicia Lanier, Santa Clara County Democratic Club, Vice-President 
Airy Middlebrook, Middlebrook Gardens 
Amy Schacter, Chairman, Environmental Studies, Santa Clara University 
Andy Butcher, Butcher's Ranch and farmer 
Anita Parsons, Executive Director Walden West School Foundation 
April Halversdt, Preservation Action Council Board, Historian for Saratoga Museum 
Barbara Nesbit, former Mayor of Monte Sereno 
Beth Wyman, Historian, former teacher San Jose State University 
Betty Peck, retired kindergarten teacher, author Kindergarten Education 
Bill Calagorus, Security Consultant to Federal Government 
Bill Romano, former reporter of San Jose Mercury News 
Bill Wallace; City of Santa Clara employee; Union representative for the City of Santa Clara 
Bob Gross, Retired CEO in electronics, Director of Water District for 20 years, PhD 

Environmental Engineering 
Bob Siegfried, Agricultural Engineer 
Brett Melone, Executive Director Agriculture and Land-Based Training Assoc. (ALBA) 
Brian Everette, San Mateo County Green Party Board, Environmental Committee 
Brian Lawther, Attorney, former Lincoln FFA (Future Farmers of America) 
Bruce Olszewski, Professor, Environmental Studies, San Jose State University 
Bruce Tichinin; Lawyer; Father Former County Agricultural Director 
Clysta Seney, Santa Clara County Open Space Authority Board 
Cameron Colson, California Compliant 
Cheryl Barton, Past President of American Society of Landscape Architects, Landscape Architect 
Craig Breon, Director, Audubon Society Santa Clara County, Lawyer 
Dale Warner, SOS Committee Founder, Retired Lawyer, former state legislator 
Dan Svenson, Director Foothill College Horticulture Dept., Landscape Architect 
David Bonasera, Producer and Executive Director for Environmental Concerns, Silicon Valley 

Comcast TV Program 
Debra Bowman, Founder of South of Forest Neighborhood Assoc., Santa Clara resident 
Delaine Eastin, former California Superintendent of Public Instruction, Professor of Education at 

Mills College 
Dennis Dowling, Chairman, Science Dept., Wilcox High School, Santa Clara 
Diane Dreher, author Inner Gardening, Professor Santa Clara University 
Diane Dulmage, Communications Director, Acterra 
Dick Turner, Editor Pacific Horticulture 
Dolly Sandoval, Councilmember, Cupertino 
Doug Cheeseman, Founder Cheeseman Environmental Study Area at DeAnza College, former 

Chairman to the Environmental Studies Dept. at DeAnza College 
Dr. Ali Harwandi, Horticulture and Sod Research, UC Cooperative Extension 
Dr. Craig Kolodge, Retired BAREC Superintendent and Santa Clara County Ag Ext Director 
Dr. Elaine Ingham, Soil Scientist and founder of Soil Food Web 
Dr. Joy Haus, Retired University Professor and Santa Clara resident since 1950 
Dr. Kenneth Wesson, Assist. to Chancellor, SJ Community College District 
Dr. Michael Freeling, UC Berkeley Professor, Genetic Research at BAREC 
Dr. Rachael O'Malley, Chairman of Environmental Studies, San Jose State University 
Dr. Robert Raabe, Professor Emeritus UC Berkeley, Soil and Plant Research 
Dr. Russell Skowronek, Foremost Expert on California's Missions, consultant to Smithsonian 

Institute, and Archeology Professor at Santa Clara University 
Dr. William R. Jackson, Soil Scientist 
Shana Weber, Environmental Studies Professor and Director of Community Programs, Santa 

Clara University 
Ed Souza, Former Santa Clara Mayor 
Edward Mathewson, Attorney, graduate ofTrace, Hoover and Lincoln 
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ORGANIZA l"IONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR 
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED 

Frank Niccoli, Horticulture Teacher at Foothill College, Chairman of Environmental Committee for 
California Landscape Contractors Assoc. (CLCA) 

Frank Schiavo, Retired Env. Studies Professor, SJ State University 
Fred Kent, President and Founder Project for Public Spaces 
Golden Love, CA Coordinator for Ecological Landscape Association 
Heidi Johnson, Foothill College Horticulture Dept. Instructor and Certified Nursery Professional 
Helen Chapman, Chairman San Jose Parks Commission 
Huey Johnson, Founder Trust for Public Land and Defense of Place 
Jackie Moore, Santa Clara Cultural Advisory Commission 
Jade Bradbury, Los Gatos Art Commission, Curator Los Gatos History Museums 
Jan Hendenmeister, Citizen Advisory Committee Chair, SC County Open Space Authority 
Janet Cobb, Director of California Oaks Foundation 
Jeanne Dittman, Manager, SJSU Foundation and native of Santa Clara County 
Jeff Sheehan; President Confidence Landscaping; Former State President CLCA (California 

Landscape Contractors Association); Founder Santa Clara Valley Water District Landscape 
Committee 

Jennifer Andaluz, Executive Director Downtown College Prep, a Charter School 
Jennifer Tate, Executive Director of Friends Outside 
Jim Arbuckle, President of Pioneer Society of Santa Clara County, son of Valley historian, Clyde 

Arbuckle 
Joe Cernac, Chairman, Sierra Club/Guadalupe Group 
John Dotter, founder SJ Community Garden Program, Horticultural teacher at DeAnza and 

Elmwood County Correctional Facility 
Joni Diserens, Second Harvest and Village Harvest 
Karen Van Epen, daughter of SJ farmer/engineer, National Center for Appropriate Technology 
Kate Safford, Board of California Chapter American Horticultural Therapy Association; Teacher at 

Cabrillo College; Horticultural Therapist, Dragonfly Studios 
Kelly Crowley, Coordinator for Ulistac Natural Area Restoration Project, Santa Clara 
Ken Yaeger, SJ City Council Member 
Kuang Hsiao, Architect for Santa Clara University campus 
libby Lucas, League of Women Voters, Environmental Committee Chairman 
lilyann Brannon, Environmental Leader, Founder of Tending the Flock Foundation 
linda LeZotte, SJ City Council Member 
Lisa McAndrews, Landscape Architect and Professor at Cabrillo College 
Lisa Myers, Owner and Founder Let's Go Birding, Santa Clara Valley 
Lowel Cordas, Former Director Saratoga Horticultural Foundation 
Lynn Trulio, Director Env. Studies, SJ State University 
Meg Caldwell, Director, Stanford University's Environmental and Natural Resources Law and 

Policy Program; California Coastal Commission; Author: A Citizen's Guide to California Land 
Use Law and Government Decision-making 

Michael Closson, Director Acterra, Center for Economic Conversion, past Assist. Dean Stanford 
Michael Devane, Dept. of Economics, Santa Clara University 
Michelle Van De Voorde, Board Santa Cruz Arboretum, Landscape Architect 
Nancy Garrison, Retired Director Santa Clara County Master Gardeners 
Patricia Becker, Common Ground Director 
Rhonda Berry, Executive Director of Our City Forest 
Rosalie Wilson, President of Triton Museum and owner of Wilson Bakery, Santa Clara 
Russell Skowronek, Professor of Anthropology and Social Sciences, Santa Clara University, 

Editor, Telling the Santa Clara Story, Sesquicentennial Voices 
Sandy Decker, Los Gatos Mayor 
Scott McGilvrey, Owner Jensen Corporation 
Sharon McCray, President Prusch Park Farm Foundation; President Santa Clara Valley Master 

Gardener's Foundation 
Sheila McElroy; Historian 
Shirley Odou, Editor Democratic Voice, Board Santa Clara County Democratic Club, Democratic 

Club Newsletter Editor, Santa Clara resident 
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PEOPLE HELPING AND/OR 
SUPPORTING BAREC TO REMAIN AGRICULTURALLY ZONED 

Steven Hubert, Attorney, graduate of Trace, Hoover and Lincoln 
Steve McGuirk, Madrone Landscape Group, author The Gardener's Guide for the Monterey Bay 

and columnist Grounds Maintenance Magazine 
Sue Harper, grand-daughter of the founder of Santa Clara University's Engineering Dept. which 

was named after him, retired teacher 
Sue Lasher, former Santa Clara City Council Member for two terms 
Susan Stansbury, Coordinator for the Foundation for Global Community 
T. Burney, Education Director, Wildlife Center of Silicon Valley 
Ted Smith, Director, Silicon Valley Taxies Coalition 
Terry Lyngso, Owner Lyngso Garden Materials 
Tom lzu, Executive Director of California History Center 
Tony Gregorio Bunch, Founder of Gardener's Guild in Santa Clara Valley 
Warner Bloomberg Ill, Attorney, SC Law School, Board United Neighborhoods of SC County 
Willis Peck, Founder Saratoga History Museum, retired lawyer, Editor San Jose Mercury News 
Yolanda Reynolds, Founder of Shasta Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association and Coalition for 

Redevelopment Reform 
Yvonne Jacobson, author Passing Farms. Enduring Values -California's Santa Clara Valley 
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How WouLd The 17 Acre.s- lSe u._.s-ecl? 
(see attached diagram) 

+ 5 acres of organic farmed row crops (vegetables, berries) 

+ 2 acres of organic fruit orchard including espalier tnethods 

+ 4 acres of organic biointensive garden beds (veggies, herbs, compost area) 

+ 1.5 acre Children's Garden with hands-on activities 

+ 1.5 acre Landscape Training and Demonstration Gardens 

+ 1 acre Native Plant Garden (drought tolerant, wildlife attractive) 

+ 2 acres of facilities (offices, greenhouses, visitor center, farm center w/ 
kitchen, outdoor amphitheater, farm tnanager house) 

• Visitor center will emphasize rich history of property and valley 

+ Educational signage throughout 

+ Open to public during daylight hours and special events 

+ Yurt housing for apprentices 



Save BAREC (Bay Area Research and Extension Center) Petition 
"I support keeping BAREC in Santa Clara (formerly the UC Agricultural Research Extension Center at 90 
North Winchester Blvd., Santa Clara, CAl in 100% (one hundred percent) agricultural open space and 
kept zoned as agriculture, keeping its historical buildings in the same location." 

Name 

s· 
1 1------~1--·-··------·---·---·-··-·--

PRINT 

s· 
2 1---~1-----·--------·--------

PRINT 

s· 
3 1-----~+----· -

PRINT 

s· 
4 ~-~I - -------···--

PRINT 

s· 
5 1----~1---------------------

PRINT 

6 
s· --~1------------·--

PRINT 

s· 
7 1·-·----~1-----------

PRIN'l 

s· 
8 1---~ ----·--·-------· 

PRINT 

s· 
9 I·· ':9:!!::.1-··------·---.. ----

PRINT 

s· 
10 1·--~----PRINT -·--·--·---··-·--

s· 
~~·--~-·--

PRINT 
__ .,. _____ , __ 

s· ~2 1·---~l-·--·-··--------
PRINT 

See: http://www.savebarec.org 

Address, City, State, Zip Phone (opt.) email@barec. com topt.J 

Email: info@savebarec.org Call: 888-BAREC-80 November 2005 



USEFUL QUOTES ON BAREC (by well·known individuals): 

"Our recent poll shows that 8 out of 10 people in Santa Clara Valley are 
concerned about the lack of open space in the Santa Clara Valley." 

Bob Gerard, Attorney and Retired Stanford Professor, February 2004 

"In the summer of 2002 our City did a study of where to place Santa Clara's 
required housing for the next five years. This study showed that BAREC was not 
needed for this required housing." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan 

"If the county will step forward and say we will join with the City of Santa Clara 
and purchase some of that [land] or if the City of San Jose wanted to contribute, 
it would be marvelous. To have 17 acres reserved as open space would be 
magnificent. I do not know that anyone of us sitting here today would argue that 
fact." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, October 21, 2004 on Com cast 
TV's "Environmental Concerns" 

"The whole purpose of the hearings is to find out what people think and to judge 
what's most important as we move forward." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, as quoted in The Valley 
section of The San Jose Mercury News, April 6, 2006 

"We can't withhold zoning arbitrarily, unless you want to subject this City to a 
lawsuit that will bankrupt it...and, it's just not going to happen, and I'm sorry to 
say, that's just the reality of it." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, April 26, 2005 at the Santa 
Clara City Council Meeting 

"We have to be reasonable in allowing rezoning; we can't withhold entitlements 
unreasonably, especially when we can't offer a good alternative." 

Santa Clara City Mayor Patricia Mahan, as quoted in The Valley 
section of The San Jose Mercury News, January 29, 2006 

"Housing is a dead bang looser for income. In the United States we have gone 
from 5th to 48th in the most efficient use of our tax money. We have the highest 
unemployment in this country. The average person in Santa Clara Valley travels 
35 miles one way to work each day." 

Terry Trumbull, October 21, 2004 on Comcast TV's "Environmental 
Concerns" 

"It's [BAREC] a marvelous facility that is supporting research on turf grass, 
landscape plants, cut flowers, high value horticultural crops, composting, bio­
intensive pest management, alternatives to methyl bromide and other high 
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visibility topics. It's also a very unique property for studying ag-urban interface 
issues. These interface issues will only grow in importance in the coming years." 

Steven Nation, Assistant to the University of California President of 
Agriculture and Natural Resources (before the Center was closed). 

"Open space raises property values." 
Daniel Press, author of Saving Open Space, Professor Environmental 
Studies at UC Santa Cruz 

CALIFORNIA CODES, CIVIL CODE 
SECTION 815-816 

"815. The Legislature finds and declares that the preservation of 
land in its natural, scenic, agricultural, historical, forested, or 
open-space condition is among the most important environmental assets 
of California. The Legislature further finds and declares it to be 
the public policy and in the public interest of this state to 
encourage the voluntary conveyance of conservation easements to 
qualified nonprofit organizations." 

"BAREC is so important to the City and region that it should be placed on the 
National Historical Registry." 

Lori Garcia, Santa Clara City Historian and Commissioner on the 
Santa Clara County Historical Commission and Chairman of the 
Santa Clara Planning Commission. 

"If this parcel of land has the agricultural zoning removed, it would not only be a 
tragic loss to the community's heritage and its future, but also close the door to 
any opportunities we may have in the future to pursue our research and 
education work in the Santa Clara Valley." 

Dr. Carol Shennan, Director of the University of California Santa Cruz 
Center for Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems. 

"To make the strongest case for keeping this site as is, the General Plan would 
need to be changed to agriculture." 

Geoffrey Goodfellow, Santa Clara Planning Director at a 
Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003. 

"The City [Santa Clara] loses money with housing as it is costly to maintain it." 
Geoffrey Goodfellow, Santa Clara Planning Director at a 
Neighborhood Outreach Meeting on January 15, 2003. 
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"The State has never challenged a city on a zoning issue." 
Jeff Crone, Senior Real Estate Officer, California State Dept. of 
General Services. Note: that Dan Potash is the State's consultant in 
charge of selling BAREC and his boss is Jeff Crone. 

"This governor's budget is a stinker and he does see developers and the rich 
generally as more important than schools. Too few legislators have any spine 
when it comes to really standing up for children." 

Delaine Eastin, former State Superintendent of Public Schools who 
had as her theme "A Garden for Every School" and was able to 
create over 3000 school gardens in California, January 2005. 

"Santa Clara is the "Mission City" and an important part of our Mission was the 
fruit trees and plants used to help the Indians farm the land. The plants 
introduced by the early missionaries helped the Santa Clara Valley discover the 
uniqueness of this Valley for growing food, especially fruit trees. As part of the 
City's Mission City heritage we need a collection of the Mission Period plants. 
Because of its history and the fact that it is set up for education and growing 
plants with wells, irrigation systems, greenhouses, and a conference room, 
BAREC is the best place to locate this collection. We also need such a place for 
our students to study the relationship between man, history, ecology and plants 
and we have no room on our campus for this. To be successful there are many 
departments on campus which need such a place. Also, BAREC is adjacent to 
public transportation which links it to the University and the Valley, an important 
element for students." 

Dr. Russell Skowronek, Professor of Anthropology and Social 
Sciences Dept., Santa Clara University 

"Land is a non-renewable resource. It would seem shortsighted to make a dollar 
at the expense of what has been a resource for the greater community." 

Vicki Moore, Greenbelt Alliance 

"This property is unique in California. It is considered the State's leader in the 
rural/urban interface issues. We are fortunate to have it in the middle of our 
metropolitan community with excellent public transportation to it. As we become 
more urban, we will need it even more. It is also important that you recognize the 
importance of its history to our community and to the State and encourage City, 
State, and National Historical Registry status for it. 

Because of its history and location, the potential to bring federal, state, and 
private foundation money to your City is tremendous. The permanent jobs this 
would create and the good it could bring would far outweigh a housing 
development that will only make it look like the rest of our paved over Valley and 
become a drain on the City's economy. The work done on the property could 
send out new little business ideas all over your City and enrich it for years to 
come. Santa Clara has been far-sighted in its solar energy policies. I urge you to 
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continue your environmental leadership and vote to keep this historically 
important piece of land agriculturally zoned." 

Ted Smith, Director of the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition in a letter to 
the Santa Clara City Council. 

"The average acre of farmland in San Francisco earns $123,000 per year." 
Michael Olson in Metro Farm, a Guide to Growing a Big Profit on a 
Small Parcel of Land (http://www.metrofarm.com). 

"I am writing you to encourage you to follow up on the Council's vote on March 
18, 2003: 

'Direct staff to explore opportunities to obtain funding to assist in purchasing 
portions of the BAREC property The Committee directed Parks, Recreation and 
Neighborhood Services staff to work with the City and County of Santa Clara to 
explore funding opportunities including, but not limited to, submission of a joint 
application for a Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant from the State of 
California to assist in purchasing portions of the BAREC property, located in the 
City of Santa Clara, to allow for continued agricultural/open space uses.' 

The State has too quickly tried to sell this land to make it appear that your efforts 
were in vain. Since I have not seen a follow up on your vote and since the City of 
Santa Clara does not seem to know about your interests in helping them, I 
request that you continue this good work." 

Ted Smith, Director of the Silicon Valley Taxies Coalition in a Letter to 
the San Jose City Council. 

"What was most missing in this process so far was fair and adequate public 
notice of this proposed action, the deactivation of this BAREC research 
operation, without discussion or resolution of or planning with respect to the two 
critical questions: (1) Where and how else will the critical research BAREC now 
conducts be conducted, assured? (2) How else will this land be utilized? Since 
our local municipalities have under law the full authority to authorize or refuse 
any proposed change of zoning and use, we ask the State of California to begin 
discussions with the City of Santa Clara regarding appropriate proposed 
alternative use/s for that property." 

Senator John Vasconcellos and Assemblywoman Elaine Alquist in a 
letter to Governor Davis and the UC President (January 3, 2000) 
regarding BAREC 

"This decision was made singularly between your administration and the 
University of California, and slipped into the budget without any advance 
notification to either the public or us at large. This is truly an abominable process. 
We hope that you, your administration and the UC, will pledge never again to 
undertake such a surreptitious action. Given the surreptitious manner in which 
this deal was made between the UC and the Davis administration (i.e. the huge 
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budget document, at the last minute, with no notice to anybody- local residents, 
us, the local legislators that represent that area) this whole deal should be called 
off, and the process legitimately renewed with full public notice and involvement." 

This was the last letter about this very undemocratic process. The governor 
never responded. This process has been continuing to erode community 
confidence in the political process as the State's consultants; the City staff and 
the City's elected officials have gotten more into the picture." 

Senator John Vasconcellos and Assemblywoman Elaine Alquist in a 
follow-up letter to Governor Davis on March 9, 2000, since the letter dated 
January 3, 2000 went unanswered. 

"I am very sorry to say it but many people believe Jamie Matthews is much to 
close to some developers." 

A Santa Clara City Councilperson, April 23, 2003 

"Tom Shanks of the Markula Center at the University helped the City along the 
'ethical' process to our awards. This is no longer the same 'ethical' City Council 
as we had as recently as last year. The shadow of 'money influence' reaches out 
far and further than before." 

The same Santa Clara City Councilperson, August 4, 2003 

"Senate Bill 2099 requires that the State's Department of General Services make 
the property available to other State Agencies. A State agency could indicate it 
would like the property for its use and the property would be retained by the 
State. After State Agencies have been advised, it is offered to City and County 
agencies for their purposes or for one of three purposes: { 1) the development of 
affordable housing, (2) the development of educational facilities, and (3) for parks 
and open space." 

Dan Potash, State Department of General Services Consultant in 
charge of selling BAREC stated this at a Neighborhood Outreach 
Meeting on November 20, 2002. 

NOTE: The Department of General Services has not followed this 
process required by law. It has not offered BAREC to many State 
Agencies nor to local City and County agencies. For example, the City of 
San Jose expressed an interest in the property in March, 2003, before the 
property was offered to a developer. Also, the University of California 
Department of Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems is interested 
in the property only if it is kept agriculturally zoned. These are only two 
examples.· 

"Sustainable agriculture is under attack in the United States. At a time when the 
Bush administration is ballooning the U.S. defense budget to as much as $500 
billion for the 2007 fiscal year (a massive 48% increase since 2001 ), it is also 
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proposing to slash the modestly funded programs that help farmers transition 
from using pesticides to more sustainable or organic agriculture. 

These proposed cuts are shortsighted, because funding organics provides big 
bang for the buck for USDA," observed Mark Lipson, Policy Program Director at 
the Organic Farming Research Foundation. Whiie the U.S. market for organic 
products enjoys consistent annual growth of as much as 20% a year, Lipson 
points out that the United States is importing 90% more organic products than it 
exports. Lipson believes one reason is that U.S. farmers "are getting minuscule 
support for organic production," while other countries including Mexico and China 
are embracing the organic market trend." 

Pesticide Action Coalition Newsletter, March 10, 2006 

"I am surprised that our food supply has not been targeted by terrorists." 
Tommy Thompson, President Bush's Secretary of Health and Human 

Resources, December 2004 

"Hey, farmer, farmer, put away that D.D.T., now! 
Give me spots on my apples 
But leave me the birds and the bees, please! 
Don't it always seem to go 
That you don't know what you've got till it's gone? 
They paved paradise and put up a parking lot." 

Joni Mitchell, Big Yellow Taxi, 1969 

"How do we know it's us without our past?" 
John Steinbeck 
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Fairview Gardens farm- Who We Are I Introduction http://www .fairv iewgardens.org/who _intra .html 
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The Center for Urban Agriculture at Fairview Gardens is a 
California non-profit organization that was established in 
1997 to preserve and operate Fairview Gardens, the 
historic farm where our products are grown. Founded in 
1895, Fairview Gardens is considered by some to be the 
oldest organic farm in southern California, and is now 
preserved in perpetuity through an agricultural 
conservation easement. 

Fairview Gardens is situated in the midst of a growing 
suburban community in coastal southern California, 
surrounded on all sides by tract homes, shopping malls, 
and suburban thoroughfares. As a highly visible agricultural 
parcel in a dense suburban environment, Fairview Gardens 
plays a unique role in the community, providing its 
neighbors with food, educational and cultural events, open 
space and a connection to the land. The farm also 
demonstrates the economic viability of small farm 
operations, and the potential of small, regional farms to 
feed their communities. 

"Faitvtew Gardens is a lanctmark, a source of comfort to all of us who love 
good farming and good food." --Wendell Berry 

On our twelve and a half acres. we produce a hundred different fruits and vegetables, feed 
approximately five hundred families, and employ over twenty people. We also nourish the 
community in less tangible ways, through cooking and gardening classes, workshops, farm 
festivals, tours, lectures, apprenticeships, and outreach and consultation to schools and 
communities nationwide. 

The Center's mission is to preserve the agricultural heritage of this 100-year-old farm; 
provide the local community with fresh, chemical-free fruits and vegetables; demonstrate 
the economic viability of sustainable agricultural methods for small farm operations; 
research and interpret the connections between food, land, and community well being; and 
nurture the human spirit through educational programs and public outreach both on and off 
the farm. 

3/31/2006 9:51AM 



Fairview Gardens fann and the Center for Urban Agriculture 

J of3 

Based on one of the oldest 
organic farms in California, 
The Center for Urban 
Agriculture at Fairview 
Gardens has become an 
internationally respected 
model for small scale urban 
food production, agricultural 
land preservation, farm-based 
education, and the integration 
of farms and the communities 
that they serve. A grand 
experiment, spanning over 30 
years, the farm and the 
non-profit Center have 
nourished and inspired 
thousands of people. We 
welcome you to journey with 
us through our fields and 
orchards, and into the foods, 
programs, publications and 
resources that we offer. 

http://www .fairviewgardens.orgl 

Site hosting donated by The Earthville Network 
Site development: fat Eyes 
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Home 

\'/ho We Are 

The Harvest 

Programs, Classes 
&. Events 

Virtual Tour 

Publications 
ft Resources 

Donate 
Links 

Contact Us 

Site Map 

Hours 

Our produce stand is open every day from 10 am until6 pm: 

The farm is open to the public for !?elf-guided tours every day, from 10 am until sunset, 
except during rain and for three days after rain. We also offerffiiided tours of the farm, by 
arrangement. 

Self-Guided Tours 

For the adventurous farm tourist or the casual drop-in, we offer a self-guided tour with 23 
different stations, each describing a particular aspect of the farm and our work. Our new 
tour features large, full-color interpretive panels with expanded text and color photos. The 
tour highlights the farm's crops and techniques, and includes information on larger 
agricultural and environmental issues such as biodiversity, soil erosion, and pesticide use, 
making it an excellent introduction to sustainable agriculture. 

Self-guided tours may be taken daily, seven days a week, between 10am and sunset. 
Tours are not available during rain or for three days afterward to avoid soil compaction, or 
when a scheduled workshop or event is taking place. Please check with the produce stand, 
where the tour begins, and pick up a map before embarking. 
back to tog 

Guided Tours 

Throughout the year, thousands of individuals, from pre-schoolers and home schoolers to 
college level environmental studies students, gardeners and food lovers, tour the farm. 

Tours last from forty-five minutes to and hour and a half, depending on the age and 
interests of the group. We ask groups to book tours one month in advance. Fees vary 
depending on the size of the group and the length of the tour. 

We cater each tour to the particular group, depending on its background, interests, and age 
level. To make the tour experience more meaningful and more complete, we 
groups to view the film about us, · and to read the books ~~::c::..:.'"-=;.:..o;;; 
and prior to 

3/3 112006 9:53 AM 
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Visiting the Farm 

Virtual Tour 

Publications 
S: Resources 

Donate 

Links 

Contact Us 

Site Map 

As a community farm with an educational 
mission, we seek to nourish not only the 
body but the mind and spirit as well. 
Fairview Gardens' community programs 
include workshops, tours, lectures, cooking 
and gardening classes, apprenticeships, 
and outreach and consultation to schools 
and communities nationwide. 

2006 Program Calendar 

ONGOING 

_9uided Tours 
Self-Guided Tours 
Apprenticeships 
farm to School Programs 

pgwnloadable Registration Form 

Printable files require Acrobat Reader to open. Click here to download software. 

@2002F airview Gardens All rights Reserved. Phone: 805·007· 7369 Fax: 967-0188 
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FROM GUADALUPE COYOTE RCD FAX NO. 4089939729 Sep. 16 2005 04:47PM P1 

GUADALUPE-COYOTE 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION J)TSTRICT 

~a NORTH FIRST t;TReeT lW. 204, SAN JOSE. CA 9511 <!·6314 
QI"FICE (408) l/.88-5888 FAX (408) illl3•8T.?8 email: gc:rcdCIIpaotleiLm'll 

July 25. 2005 

Mr. J. Frank Davidson 
State of Califom.ia, Department of General Services, Real Estate Services 
707 West 3m Street, Suite 6--130 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 

RE: Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation Distrlct•s request to transfer 
BAR.EC'$ ownership from the Stnte to a non-profit and desire to annex BAREC 

Dear Mr. Davidson; 

This week the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District Board (GCRCD) met 
to discuss the Bay Area Research Extension C:entec (BAREC) on Winc:hcste.r Blvd. in 
Santa Clara. The Board unanimously voted to: 

1. Support keeping BAREC agriculturally zoned and in open space: 
2. Annex BAREC into GCRCD; 
3. Work with the State of Calif()mia to determine the ways BAREC's ownership can 

be trmsferred ro a non-profit so it will forever remain .as open space and for the 
public good. We understand there has already been an offer by VIVA to purchase 
BAREC and this should be considered. 

4. Create programs and allianCt.'s on BAREC that would enhance GCRCb's Mission 
Stalement. A copy of our Mission Statement is attached. 

The above is extremely important to our agency as it helps us to fulfill our state mandated 
Mission Statement. There is no other similar piece of !and which has such a rich 
agricultural history in Santa Clara County and which could help us mo:re. 

Since the State is legally required to first offer BAREC to Stare governments and districts 
and did not and :since GCRCD is a. State/Regional Agency; the GCRCD's opinion is that 
we legally have the right tO request the Departme-nt of General Serv-ices to halt your 
current BAREC plans and offer the site to us. Since the State did not offer BAREC to the 
GCRCD, we are requesting that you do so now. 

·we look forward to working with you regarding thi5 very important historical land. 

Sincerely • 

. ~~-;~e-if.P . ,• ._... ~ 

Lawrence !ohr:mmn, President 
Guadalupe-Coyot~ Resource Conservation District 



The High Price of Cheap Food over lunch with Michael Pollan 

HELEN C. WAGENVOORD May 2 2004 San Francisco Chronicle 

If you're reading this on a fair Sunday, journalist Michael Pollan is probably in his garden. That's 
where he harvests a lot of his ideas for his award-winning books and articles on what's for dinner 
and how it got to our plate. 

Orville Schell, dean of the UC Berkeley School of Journalism, persuaded Pollan, former editor of 
Harper's magazine and contributing editor to the New York Times Magazine, to move his family 
from their Connecticut farm to Berkeley to accept a newly endowed chair to teach science and 
technology journalism. Schell raves about Pollan's "food chain" journalism, crediting him with 
creating "a whole world of reporting that didn't exist before: covering the world of agriculture from 
womb to tomb." · 

Pollan, 49, is probably best known for his most recent, best-selling book, "The Botany of Desire: 
A Plant's-Eye View of the World," which profiles four plants that have played starring roles in 
human history: the apple, potato, tulip and marijuana. He exposes folk hero Johnny Appleseed as 
an importer of cheap hard cider to the weary settlers of the American frontier. He divulges that 
astronomer Carl Sagan did some of his best thinking while stoned. His book shows how these 
plants have played human sensibilities like a violin, seducing us into filling our fields and gardens 
with their species. 

I met Pollan for lunch at Alice Waters' Chez Panisse restaurant. Chez Panisse serves up gourmet 
dishes made from local and organic foods and serves as a rebuttal to industrial agriculture in our 
fast-food nation. It seemed like the right place to discuss our country's mealpolitik. 

Despite the fact that Pollan just moved to the Bay Area in August, when we meet at the 
restaurant in January, I feel a little like we've just walked into his neighborhood diner. "Hi, 
Michael," "Hey, Michael," "Hey, I just borrowed your book from the library" is the Doppler of 
greetings he receives from the waitstaff as I follow his tall, lean form to our corner table at the 
back of the restaurant. 

Obviously, he's been here before-- his 11-year-old son learned his favorite way to fry Yukon Gold 
potatoes from Waters {boil and peel them, then fry them in olive oil}-- and the restaurant staff 
clearly likes him. Pollan's friendly. He grins broadly when he laughs. Dressed in a navy blue 
sweater, jeans, black tennis shoes. wearing dark-framed, round glasses and schlepping a red 
backpack, he looks like an older grad student rather than a famous writer whose articles have 
been making trouble for corporate food conglomerates. 

One of Pollan's signature articles is "Power Steer" {New York Times Magazine, March 31, 2002), 
in which he buys a steer and details its life from calfhood to slaughter. He writes, typically, from 
the vantage point of a curious and open-minded John Q. Public. His interest in covering the beef 
industry was sparked by a drive past the choking stench and endless black sea of cows packed 
into Harris Ranch's feedlot off Highway 5. He was also morbidly fascinated by the "biological 
insanity" of the industry's practice of feeding cows to cows. As a result of his chronicling of a 
cow's journey from birth to steak, the market for grass-fed beef grew, Pollan was a key contact for 
journalists covering the beef industry in the wake of the recent mad cow flap, and his son lost his 
appetite for fast-food hamburgers. 

Andrew Kimbrell, who directs the Center for Food Safety, an advocacy organization that 
watchdogs food standards and practices, said Pollan's article "Playing God in the Garden" (New 



York Times Magazine, Oct. 10, 1998), in which Pollan plants Monsanto's genetically modified 
potatoes in his garden and digs into the controversies surrounding genetically modified crop 
plants, "brought more attention to the issue of genetically modified foods than any other article. 
We were suddenly contacted by members of Congress and philanthropists who had been absent 
on the issue." 

Monsanto paid attention, too. Philip Angeii, the director of corporate communications, issued a 
company statement saying Pollan's article lacked "a degree of objectivity, a commitment to the 
facts, and a willingness to consider the full range of viewpoints" and failed to cite scientists, 
agricultural experts or articles, which the company had provided Pollan, on the benefits of 
agricultural biotechnology. 

When I ask him about Monsanto's statement (which the company has kept posted on its Web site 
for several years), Pollan has to be reminded of the charges against him. Then he starts 
remembering. The letter was, if anything, a relief to Pollan. "I thought, phew, I didn't get any of the 
facts wrong. There really wasn't any substantive criticism of my article." He suggests the letter 
may have been written by Angell to keep his job after he provided Pollan with the following quote 
for his article: "Monsanto should not have to vouchsafe the safety of biotech food. Our interest is 
in selling as much of it as possible." 

Pollan's New York City-based agent was horrified by the prospect of Pollan's move to California 
from the East Coast, says Schell, who uses the same agent. Schell explains that New York's 
literati think a move to California places a writer at great risk of drowning in a hot tub or becoming 
soft and strange and taking up hobbies like yoga. 

Pollan initially turned down Schell's job offer for different reasons (he was pretty happy in 
Connecticut), but upon closer scrutiny, he "decided this could be an interesting adventure. I saw 
some resonance between what I was doing, the issues I was focusing on and this part of the 
world." So he moved his family from their farm in rural Connecticut to a rambling house with a 
large kitchen they've rented in the Elmwood district. He has planted vegetables and herbs in the 
garden and is having to retrain himself as a West Coast gardener, a process he finds "daunting, 
weird and perverse." 

After living in the country, his family enjoys being able to walk to everything. "I think I'm one of the 
few people who moved to California and started using his car less." His 11-year-old son recently 
exclaimed, "Dad, I love being able to walk around the block and actually see something." Pollan 
explains that in their. home in Connecticut, "we could see a iot but it was mostly oak trees." His 
wife still spends her time looking at trees. She is Judith Belzer, a landscape artist he met when 
they were both at Bennington College in the late 1970s. She has been spending time with the 
coast live oaks. Through her paintings, Pollan has noticed "the quality of light is different here. 
The bark on the trees is so thin, perhaps because of the less brutal climate, it looks like skin. It 
makes the branches and trees look more animate. " 

He and his wife edit each others' work: He will look at her canvases and comment on the parts 
that work; she in turn reads his drafts and gives him important feedback from the vantage point of 
"a true reader, that increasingly rare person who reads simply for the sheer pleasure and not 
because she's in the business." 

Since the move, his family's grocery bills have gone up because it's now much easier to find 
things like organic non-homogenized milk and grass-fed beef, the type of thing he could only get 
from farmers when he lived in Connecticut. "It's a very seductive lifestyle here. In rural 
Connecticut, you had to work harder to find interesting people, interesting places to exercise, and 
interesting food. Here it's all just handed to you." 



To start his lunch, he orders the Cannard Farm chicory salad with Dungeness crab, because 
"everything you get from Can nard Farm is great." Cannard farm, he explains, doesn't look like a 
typical farm; it is more "weedy. " Mingling weeds with crops adds vitality to the system, the farmer 
believes. Pollan's not too quick to scoff at this unconventional practice. In his first, award-winning 
book "Second Nature: A Gardener's Education," Pollan writes, "The successful gardener, I've 
found, approaches science and folk wisdom, even magic, with like amounts of skepticism and 
curiosity. If it works, then it's 'true'. Good gardeners tend to be flat-out pragmatists not particularly 
impressed with science." 

Alice Waters appears at our table, her smooth, luminous face looking younger than her nearly 60 
years. She has said on more than one occasion, without apparent jest, that she wants Pollan to 
run for president, with Eric Schlosser, author of "Fast Food Nation," as his running mate. Pollan 
demurs and jokes that neither of them have enough hair. As Waters and Pollan start talking about 
food and politics, it's clear that it's been an ongoing conversation. Then, Waters invites us down 
to sample some grass-fed beef with her staff after lunch. 

Waters was so moved by a talk Pollan gave about grass-fed beef over a year ago that she pulled 
corn-fed beeffrom her menu. She was troubled to learn that feeding a cow corn, rather than the 
grass it has evolved to eat, transforms it from a solar-powered to a fossil-fueled animal. Corn 
requires more nitrogen fertilizer (made from natural gas) and pesticides (made from petroleum) 
than any other food crop. Furthermore, she learned, as he wrote in "Power Steer":" ... many of the 
health problems associated with eating beef are really problems with cornfed beef," as he found 
out that the "meat of grass-fed livestock not only had substantially less fat than grain-fed meat but 
that the type of fats found in· grass-fed meat were much healthier." 

Making the switch, though, has not been easy for the restaurant. Grass- fed beef is more 
expensive, its quality inconsistent and the now-small industry faces challenges with distribution. 
So Waters is having a hard time finding beef that will make the cut. Pollan explains, "It's an issue 
where she wants to do the right thing, but with her commitment to quality it's complicated to do 
the right thing." 

After lunch, we head downstairs, where the air is heavy and warm with the scent of platters of 
flank, skirt and ribeye steaks and spareribs. A table brims with a dozen plates of glistening, 
medium-rare strips of beef. 

Since Pollan is full after the pizza he had after his salad, he playfully asks Waters for a spittoon 
"like you have at a wine tasting." She buzzes into the kitchen and returns to heft a large spittoon 
onto the table. He assures her he was just joking, but she's not laughing. "You may need it with 
some of these samples," she says grimly, as she also sets down glasses of Claret "for washing it 
down." 

He turns to the plates with the vigor and confidence of a surgeon, cutting off chunks while staff at 
the next table look on and do post-mortems on which, if any, of the beef samples will make it to 
the menu. Pollan singles out his favorite samples and explains why he enjoys grass-fed beef. "I 
feel so much lighter after a meal of grass-fed beef compared with the 'assault' you experience 
with corn-fed beef. I also enjoy cooking my meat rare, and with grass-fed beef I can do that 
without worrying about the health risks." 

The market barriers for grass-fed beef and locally grown organic foods are similar. Especially 
without the boost of subsidies, such food is simply more expensive. Proponents for industrial 
agriculture have glommed onto this issue, charging that organic foods and grass-fed beef are 
overpriced, overrated foodstuffs available only to an economic elite. Industrial agriculture and 
factory farming, on the other hand, they argue, provide America with cheap and widely available 
food. 



One of the loudest defenders of this point is the Center for Consumer Freedom, which scoffs at 
what they characterize as Pollan's opposition to cheap food. The organization is funded by large 
food corporations, including Monsanto and Tyson. Pollan says the group was originally 
established to defend the tobacco industry but now rallies to the defense of food corporations. 
Regardless of the issue, their tactic is to attack the messenger. There are three articles on CCF's 
Web site slamming Pollan's journalistic credibility. A recent headline charged: "New York Times 
Magazine Writer Allies V'Jith Radical Food Activists," referring to a panel Pollan staged at UC 
Berkeley titled "The Politics of Obesity: Confronting Our National Eating Disorder," which 
examined the factors fattening the country, including cheaper prices for processed foods high in 
fat and sugar. 

"The industrial food chain does produce food more cheaply, in terms of the price you pay at 
McDonald's or the supermarket," replies Pollan, "but the real cost of cheap food is not reflected in 
those prices. You're paying for it in your tax dollars because you're giving farmers $20 billion a 
year in subsidies. You're paying for it in public health costs. These subsidies make unhealthy 
food cheaper than healthy food, and so our country is facing an obesity epidemic. The antibiotics 
you need for your son's illness don't work anymore because we've squandered them all on farm 
animals. We can't take fish from the Gulf of Mexico because of the nitrogen runoff from 
agricultural fertilizers. The people of Des Moines, Iowa, have to drink bottled water in the summer 
because their water is poisoned. Those are all costs. The phrase I use is 'the high cost of cheap 
food.'" 

He doesn't really buy the elitism argument, either. "This is a point Eric Schlosser makes: A great 
many social movements begin with the elite. Just because a movement is elitist, we shouldn't 
dismiss it. The abolition and women's suffrage movements were 'elitist.' The elite have more time 
and freedom to deal with some of these issues. If a movement stays elitist, though, that's a 
problem.'' 

In "Behind the Organic-Industrial Complex" (New York Times, May 13, 2001), Pollan examines 
the ingredients in an organic TV dinner while standing in the frozen food aisle of his grocery store, 
and then traces the evolution of the organic food industry from a fringe movement yielding dirt­
caked fruits and vegetables sold by a few impassioned hippies to a widely available, often 
processed foodstuff produced by large corporations and sold by major grocery chains. 

In the article, he quotes one of the pioneering organic farmers of the '70s, who is now a vice 
president at General Mills, Gene Kahn. Kahn explains his controversial career shift: "This is just 
lunch for most people. Just lunch. We can call it sacred, we can talk about communion but it's just 
lunch," and, "unless organic food 'scales up' it will never be anything more than yuppie food.'' 
Still, Pollan tends to side with the organic ideologues who think industrial agriculture and 
processed foods are counter to the true spirit of organic. 

Pollan doesn't quite resolve how to bring more of this slow food to a fast food nation that is only 
speeding up, fueled by corporate powers of production and distribution. He does point out the 
power of the individual consumer and the importance of being vigilant about legislative decisions 
in Washington. It's also important to remember that this is journalism Pollan is practicing. Just 
journalism. Pollan leaves it to the reader to decide what should be done, although he will explain, 
with all the facts registered, that he's personally decided to favor locally produced, organic whole 
foods. 

When I ask Waters why she thinks Pollan's writing is so effective, she pauses and chooses her 
words with the same care with which she chooses her produce: "He has a voice that is so 
unpretentious and so informed. Sometimes these discussions about food get too intellectual or 
too 'alternative.' But he has a voice that speaks to the mainstream and it brings along the 
intellectuals as well. It's his sense of humor and how he brings the reader along when he is 
exploring an issue." 



He brings the reader along, in part, by using creative, hands-on approaches to research. In 
addition to buying his own beef calf to better understand factory farming, and planting a few 
genetically modified potatoes to compare them with his own bug-bitten spuds, he's planted 
poppies and spent several stress-filled months exploring whether he could be arrested for 
growing opium-producing poppies for ornamental purposes. He test-drove vegetarianism while he 
wrote an article about it. 

But he didn't become a vegetarian. Pollan wears a leather jacket. He had braised shank of lamb 
for dinner the other night and he freely admits that he enjoys eating meat. "I looked at the 
environmental issues and I realized vegetarianism wasn't necessarily the answer. If we were all 
vegetarian, it would still require a huge industrial food system because there are parts of the 
country where you can't grow fruits and vegetables. For example, there are certain landscapes, 
like the rocky landscapes of New England, where animals are the best way to get protein from the 
land, not row crops. If you really want to conform food chain to place, meat has to be a part of it. 
We should be eating less meat, especially with 70 percent of our country's grain going to feed 
animals. Yes, we'd be better off with more vegetarians, but I'm not going to be one of them." At 
the end of the day, and at the end of most of his articles, Pollan doesn't believe in absolutist 
approaches. "We don't need one kind of food chain; we need 10. Monoculture is as much of a 
mental problem as an agricultural one." 

His interest in the connections between food and the garden date back to childhood. In "Second 
Nature," he recounts growing up in a Long Island suburb, the only Jewish family in a Catholic 
neighborhood, with a father who refused to mow the front lawn, much to the chagrin of the 
manicured neighborhood (another seminal Pollan article is titled "Why Mow? The Case Against 
Lawns" published in the New York Times Magazine, May 28, 1989, in which he advocates 
replacing lawns with gardens). He was also influenced by his Russian immigrant grandfather, 
who started out selling produce from a horse cart but eventually made his fortunes in produce 
and then real estate. His grandfather "planted exclusively those varieties sold by the supermarket 
chains ... he preferred a (theoretically) marketable crop to a tasty one." 

The editor at the New York Times Magazine, whom Pollan describes as "a great casting director" 
recognized how much Pollan's gift for making connections enriched his coverage and 
encouraged him to focus on food issues. Pollan observes, "The more I write about food, the more 
I'm surprised by where I'm taken. Writing about beef took me to corn, which took me to the Gulf of 
Mexico, which has become so polluted from nitrogen runoff from fertilizers, to the Persian Gulf, 
where we go to defend this oil supply that is the real feedstock of our agriculture. Twenty percent 
of our fossil-fuel consumption goes to agriculture; the average item of food travels 1,500 miles 
before it gets to your plate. Our food economy depends on a cheap energy supply. So what we 
are eating is connected with our involvement in the Gulf." 

Science coverage is where political journalism was before Watergate, opines Pollan, "not nearly 
independent or investigative enough, and too reliant on scientists and their journals to determine 
what constitutes 'news' in the field ... [M]uch of what passes for journalism today never gets to the 
second step. The greater journalistic challenge is to place these developments in the proper ... 
contexts ... as when genetically modified crops are examined through the lens of ecology -- but 
also that of politics, economics, culture, history, business, etc. This is the direction in which I see 
science journalism evolving, and the prospect of speeding that evolution by helping to educate a 
generation of new science journalists excites me." 

Pollan discussed his current book project at the end of our lunch, as he poured a cup of tisane 
from a clear glass teapot filled with hot water and gracefully floating leaves of lemon verbena. The 
book is "divided into three parts, each about a different one of our food chains. Each food chain 
has a farm at one end and a meal at the other." The first part covers the "industrial" food chain, 
"from a farm in Iowa to probably a meal from McDonald's or Kentucky Fried Chicken eaten in a 
car at 60 miles per hour." The second part is the "post-industrial" food chain, and he's not sure 



what that will look like yet. The last part of the book will be the most personal, the "first-person 
food chain or hunter-gatherer." This will "cover the food you grow, hunt and catch yourself. That 
will get into the most intimate issue with food and our relationship to other species. 

"It's great to be working on this book in Berkeley, at the university. My premise is that we're eating 
more corn. You can use the natural and social history of corn, that one plant, to illuminate the 
entire industrial food chain. Our sweetener is corn, our meat is all corn-fed and all of our 
processed food is basically com- and soy-based. We've been cornified. It turns out there are 
researchers on campus able to study the nutritional composition of people's diets by taking a 
strand of hair or slip of a fingernail and analyzing where the carbon comes from. So we're setting 
up some experiments to test how cornified we have become. I don't think we'll use me, though, 
because I avoid so much of that food now that I'm less corny than I used to be." 

I ask him what we all should. be doing as we hunt and gather in the grocery aisles. "It's about 
asking questions and knowing more. The more you know, the better you become at making good 
decisions for your health and the environment," he says, "and the more you realize that those are 
not separate issues. The other day I saw a woman ask the person behind the meat counter if the 
salmon was wild or farmed. When she heard it was farmed, she turned around and left the store. 
That sends a very powerful message." 

Helen C. Wagenvoord writes from Oakland and is often hungry. She eats local, organic food 
interspersed with the occasional bag of peanut butter M&Ms. 
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Dedic~ted to Preserving San Jose's Architectural Heritage Fall/Winter 2005 

PAC*SJ's New Director 

Megan Bellue 

Meet Megan Bellue, the new Executive Di­

rector for PAC*SJ. Megan comes to us with 

a wealth of preservation experience and hit 

the ground running when she started with 

us in December. 

Most recently Megan was an Associate Plan­

ner with the City of Sacramento, working 

closely on the review process of projects re­

lated to historic properties. She also re­

viewed Environmental Impact Reports, 

managed historic resources surveys and 

monitored their compliance with industry 

and federal standards. 

While with the City of Sacramento she also interacted with the City's Design 

Review Preservation Board and the City Council. 

Megan has over 10 years of preservation experience, including several years 

with the National Trust for Historic Preservation in Washington, D.C. While 

with the Trust she managed the Forum Online magazine and oversaw the ex­

pansion of that as a nationwide resource for the preservation community. She 

also managed the Preservation Leadership Training and other Trust training 

programs. 

Her extensive preservation experience also includes serving as the Executive 

Director of the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions based in Athens, 

Georgia and with the Preservation Action in Washington, D.C. 
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PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE 

As my two terms as president of 
PAC*SJ come to a dose, I am 
optimistic about historic preservation 
in San Jose. Our newly hired 
executive director, Megan Bellue, 
certainly adds to this rosy outlook. 
Looking back, we should feel proud 
of our many accomplishments. Most 
notably, saving the front office at the 
G.E. site, prevailing in two lawsuits 

over the Fox-Markovitz and IBM buildings and 
providing a free movie night to educate the public about 
the history of the Valley of Hearts Delight. Also, we are 
partnering with the National Trust, local neighborhood 
groups and the city of San Jose to develop conservation 
districts. We are continuing our ongoing advocacy 
efforts to educate our city leaders as to the importance of 
preserving San Jose's rich heritage. Garage sales, salvage 
sales, two very successful gala events, a house tour, 
membership drives, grants and generous donations were 
integral to our success and financial stability. 

I would like to thank all of the volunteers, businesses, 
Board and staff for their contributions. I would 
especially like to thank Joe Melehan who has served as 
acting president since September in my absence. I know 
with his wealth of experience in local business along with 
serving as Vice President and chairing the gala, house 
tour and film events, he is well prepared to be an 
outstanding president. 

These events have been rewarding and successfuL 
Having the opportunity to spend time with a wonderful 
group of individuals with a shared commitment to 
historic preservation has been priceless. But now is not 
the time to rest on our laurels. Our city's present 
administration undervalues our heritage more than any 
other time in recent history. We must work to keep them 
accountable through continued public education 
advocacy. Historic preservation helps define San Jose, 
instilling pride and promoting local businesses. Here's to 
you, PAC SJ!! 

JIM ZETTERQUIST 
PAC*SJ 2005 PRESIDENT 

I would like to begin by 
congratulating our current 
President, Jim Zetterquist, on 
the outstanding job he has 
done as our leader for the 
past two years. Everyone 
associated with PAC*SJ 
should be aware of the 
strides we have made 

towards enhancing preservation in our community. 
This is in no small part due to Jim's hard work and 
dedication. He brought new ideas, new events, and 
new passion to what often seemed like a steep, 
uphill battle. 

Of course Jim could not have done this alone. He 
challenged our Board, membership and staff to 
work with equal enthusiasm to help preserve the 
structures that are such a vital part of keeping our 
magnificent history alive. 

I believe we met his challenge. I hope over the next 
year you will continue to do the same. 

This is an exciting time for PAC*SJ. The future is 
bright. We have great people as part of our 
organization. I welcome input from the Board, 
members and staff in an effort to reach our 
potential. I will need your help. I do not have a 
background in preservation, but I know PAC*SJ has, 
as a part of our network, this foremost 
authorities in that field. 

I hope we will be able to replicate the successes we 
have had over the past few years. Together we can 
help make San Jose the place it rightfully should be. 

The reason I became involved in P AC*SJ remains 
the reason I am still involved today: "Preservation is 
good for business". 

JOEMELEHAN 
PAC*SJ 2006 PRESIDENT-ELECT 
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PAC*SJs New Director 
Continued from page 1 

Megan earned a Master of Arts degree in History and Historic Preservation from George Washington 
University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Arts degree in History from UCLA. 

From the moment of her appointment as Executive Director of PAC*SJ, Megan started familiarizing herself 
with PAC*SJ and our issues. Megan is looking forward to meeting PAC*SJ's many members and volunteers. 
Please join the Board in welcoming Megan to the San Jose community. 

WELCOME MEGAN! 

~ 
CONTINUITY 
is published quarterly by the 

PRESERVATION ACTION COUNCIL OF SAN JOSE 

The opinions expressed by contributors are not 

necessarily those of P AC*SJ itself. 

Editors: Gayle Frank & Dawn Hopkins 

Please submit your letters, comments and suggestions to 

info@preservation.org OR 

PO Box 2287 San Jose, CA 95109-2287 

© 2005 Preservation Action Council of San Jose 

Willow Ranch Resident, 
Drew Beveridge 

"Three ye~&rs ago 01y <Vife and I were able to realize 
one of our d.re;;,.ms by ~no ring to W'lllo<V R;;,nch. 

We lotre this neighborhood!" -Drew 

For over tw'enty years, Drew has been helping clients naake wise 
tnortgage decisions ... decisions that allow thetn to realize their 
dreanut 

For financing help with the purchase or refinance of your home, 
consult with Drew Beveridge. Drew and his team ofVicki B., 
Jennifer and Vikki H. will be happy to help you. 

Drew Beveridge of Partners Mortgage 
drew. beveridge@partnersnet.com 

408-342-3742 
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Juana Briones House Under Threat 
The California Historical Landmark No. 524, the 

"Juana Briones de Miranda House" located at 4155 

Old Adobe Road in the City of Palo Alto is threatened 

with demolition. 

Briones was the second owner of Rancho La Purfsima 

Concepcion, which she purchased in 1844 or 1845 for 

$300. After a nearly twenty year battle to keep her 

rightful ownership, Briones was finally granted free 

title in 1871. She sold portions of the original 4,400 

acre rancho to her children, but Briones continued to 

live in her home until the early 1880s. Her youngest 

daughter, Refugio Miranda de Mesa, received 40 

acres from Briones, including the main house and out 

structures. The home was sold to Charles P. Nott in 

Juana Briones House 

1900, who significantly modified the structure over early California. She was one of very few Mexican women 
time. who purchased a land grant instead of inheriting it. 

Juana Briones built her own home, was an enterprising 
A 1969 assessment of the Briones House, performed b · h f lk h 1 d d h ustness woman, a ranc er, a o ea er, an a note u-
by a well-known architect and historian, Volney mant'tan·an 1·n the s t Cl d s F · t' an a ara an an ranc1sco coun 1es. 
Chase, concluded that the living rooms and the stair 
hall were part of the original structure. The construe- The Briones house is significant because it may be the 

tion of the original house, built in 1846-1847, is not of longest continuously lived-in structure in Santa Clara 

the typical adobe brick style commonly used in early County history and the oldest surviving structure on this 

California, but a rare construction method that en- side of Santa Clara Mission. The house was badly dam­

cased earthen adobe material inside a crate-style aged in the 1989 Lorna Prieta earthquake. The Juana 

wooden framing. This construction style of the origi- Briones Heritage Foundation (JBHF) is attempting to pur­

nal one and a half story home was discovered within chase the property to prevent its destruction. If success­

some of the interior walls. The Juana Briones de ful, there are plans to restore the house, develop gardens 

Miranda House is a 

unique artifact of nine­

teenth century California. 

Not only is the style of 

construction of the 

Briones house historically 

significant, but also its 

owner was one of the few 

A likeness of what is thought to women land owners in 
resemble Juana Briones. 

to study plants used by Briones, and perform archaeologi­

cal work to uncover potential Ohlone settlements. • 

For more information and schedule of events visit 

www.brioneshouse.org. 

Source: Albert M. Camarillo, Professor of 

History, Stanford University and 

Doug Graham, Baron Park Historian 
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6th Annual Preservation Celebration Success 

Preservation Hero Gentleman 

Jack Douglas wears his new 

medal while signing copies of 

his latest book . 

Two hundred and fifty 

cowpokes and cowgirls 

enjoyed a balmy night at 

the History Park on 

September 24th . Out­

standing entertainment 

featured Cowgirl Chryle, 

Cowboy Ron and Cow­

boys of the Old West who 

almost strung up the 2006 

Preservation Hero Jack 

Douglas. 

E Clampus Vitas (Clampers) members barbequed the 
meal served by San Jose State students from Alpha Phi 
Omega service fraternity. Many thanks to our partner 
restaurants: Henry's World Famous Hi-Life, Sam's 
Barbeque, Los Gatos Roasting Company and Hobee's. 
At 8:00pm the Light Tower was illuminated, spread­
ing a glow throughout the park. Board member Kayla 
Kurucz and the National Trust's West Coast Director 
Anthea Hartig conducted a special live auction raising 
funds for the Katrina relief. 

!"!"l!'!'-~~""1!'-. 

State filrrn • 

Ga1y Evan Sanchez 

Cowboy Ron 

and Cowgirl 

Chyrle demon­

strate their 

roping skills on 

the late Walter 

Brand, a dear 

friend of 

PAC*SJ. 

Watch our web site for pictures of Celebration live auction events 

as they occur: Deb Wible's Haunted San Jose, Leonard McKay's 

tour of his art collection at the History Park, Steinberg Architect 

Ernie Yamane's stroll through the new City Hall, Nancy 

Newlins's lunch and 

tour of the Hayes 

Mansion, Kitty 

Monahan's tour of the 

New Almaden Quick­

silver Mines as well as 

tours by Tom McEnery 

and Alan Hess. And of 

course Maria Brand's 

ever popular 5-course 

German dinner will be 
The Flynn Family discuss dinner plans with 

Maria Brand who donated a German dinner for 

eagerly anticipated. six for the Celebration Auction. 

A Celebration Auction Event: Lunch with Deb Wible, 
Leonard McKay, Tracy Thorpe, and host Tom McEnery. 

Please patronize our sponsors: 

Alain Pinel Realtors, Anchor MARVIN BAMBURG. AlA 
Steam Brewing, Apruval, Capital PRESIDENT 

Properties, General Electric, 

Gordon Biersch Brewing Com-

pany, Henry's World Famous 

Hi-Life Restaurant, Heritage 

Bank of Commerce, Hobee's 

Restaurant, J Lohr Winery, Los 

Gatos Roasting Company, 

Mission Ale, Monitor Mortgage, 

Pacific Gas and Electric, Sam's 

Bar-B-Que, and Steinberg Archi­

tects. 

1176 LINCOLN AVENUE 

Jose, CA 95125 
408/297-0288 

.. 408/297-0384 
:>Urla(Q)oa<~bell.net 
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Where's Pellier Park? 

In July 2005, Pellier Park, a San Jose City landmark, 
was demolished. Barry Swenson, the developer of the 
parcel immediately east of the park asked and received 
permission from the city to scrap the park in order to 
use the site as a staging area for the construction of 
Park Towers, a new residential development. Mr. 
Swenson will rebuild the park as part of his agreement 
with the city. 

What is the problem you ask? Clearly, the park has 
fallen into disrepair and needs to be rehabilitated any­
way. The problem is that a new park proposal was 
never presented to the San Jose Historic Landmarks 
Commission, nor was a request for demolition brought 
to the Commission. No one in the historic community 
even realized the park was threatened. Projects impact­
ing City landmarks are required to come to the Com­
mission for review. Somehow this project fell through 
the cracks. 

So where are we now? Before we go foward, we need 
to go back into the history of the park The land for the 
park was offered to the City of San Jose by the Pellier 
family for half its value in an effort to honor their an­
cestors, the Pellier brothers, who introduced the prune 
to the Santa Clara Valley. An effort to raise the funds to 
purchase the land was spearheaded by Leonard Me 
Kay and Jim Arbuckle. Their idea was to tum this 
small piece of land into a prune orchard reminiscent of 
the valley's heritage. Successful in their endeavor, with 

Fences, signs, and trailers where the park used to be. 

Looking at what was Pellier Park, behind the Fallon Statue 

help from many volunteers and donors, Misters McKay 
and Arbuckle raised the money for the land and the 
park. Pellier Park was donated to the City of San Jose 
during the City's Bi-Centennial in 1977. The park was 
also made a City Landmark that year. 

So, now for the now, the City of San Jose has recog­
nized its mistake and is going to take the design of the 
new park back through the proper channels. A steering 
committee has been formed consisting of Leonard 
McKay, Bonnie Bamburg (an early supporter of the 
original park), Historic Landmarks Commissioner, Pat 
Columbe, Parks and Recreation Commissioner, Jim 
McDonald, a member of the Pellier family and several 
members of Preservation Action Council*SJ. The pur­
pose of the steering committee is to develop a park de­
sign that incorporates the original intentions for the 
park Once the steering committee has developed the 
preliminary design, community meetings will be held 
to elicit public input. The design will then be reworked 
to incorporate the public's suggestions. The next step 
will be to take the park design to the Landmarks Com­
mission and the Park and Recreation Commission for 
their input, and hopefully, approval. The City Council 
will give the final approval. It is anticipated that the 
final park design will go to the Council in early spring. 

(Continued on page 7) 
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(Continued from page 6) 

Once all the approvals have been given, Barry Swenson 
Builders will begin construction of the turnkey park 
which will then be given back to the City. The end of 
the story should hold a bright future for a much ne­
glected park: a park once again worthy of honoring the 
contributions of the Pellier family. • 

Judi Henderson 
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The Winchester Ghost Stories Revisited 
The World Premier of the new musical, 
The Haunting of Winchester, was pro­
duced by the San Jose Repertory Theater 
in September of 2005. This musical was 
written by local composer, Craig 
Bohmler and librettist, Mary Bracken 
Phillips. On September l1 1h, PAC* SJ 
partnered with the Pioneers of Santa 
Clara Valley to hold a reception on the 
veranda of the Rep featuring interesting 
perspectives on Sara Winchester and her 
unique house, from Leslie Dill 
(architect), April Halberstadt (historian/ Director Michael Butler provides details of his new musical. 

author), and the Director of the musical, Michael Butler. 
After the reception and delicious finger food, members 
thoroughly enjoyed the creative and exciting perform­
ance of the musical. The script, music, set, lighting, and 
acting were excellent and the function was a great suc­
cess. See pages 14 and 15 for excerpts of the historic per­
spectives presented by April Halberstadt at the recep­
tion.• 

ESSENCE 

"''"'1-=,'tr'f<a<llM""l'""~""'"''T" 

b' 1 \/' V/; ', ; Furnace & Air Conditioning Co. 
:&..,, ~ t' 

A Family Bu:;uH::ss StnCfl 195;.,. 

Jim Rando 

1 712 Stone Avenue # 1. Son Jose. CA 95<25 
Ph: 408/293-4717 Fax: 408/287-8534 

....... _ 

1ii._$,t\¥t\le 

(408) 452-1114 
1710 Utt~f"\ ~-\\'t'lli:X.' • SAn J"n<-

.( ¥J }!Jl C,;.j,j\"1) il.f ,1-#t.•..#:.ttr Jbl J~~wlflJ_W'rf .A,t,..., 
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Mirassou Winery 

The San Jose Historic Landmarks Com­
mission voted at their November meet­
ing to include the Mirassou Winery 
site on the Historic Resources Inven­
tory. The Commission also recom­

mended that the site become a city landmark. Councilmem­
ber Cortese is very interested in making the site a landmark 
and is looking for ways to raise money to fund the historic 
report that must accompany a landmark nomination. 

Continental Can Company Building/Tri Valley Cannery 

Trammel Crow Residential has acquired the Continental Can 
Company site and the former Tri Valley Cannery with the 
intent of building residential housing. Both sites are on Tay­
lor Street between N lQth Street and the railroad tracks. The 
proposal for the Tri Valley building is to demolish it and 
build a new residential development with a small park on 
Taylor Street. The plan for former Continental Can Company 
building is to preserve some of the brick building and add a 
third story. The Continental Can Company Building has 
some lovely original windows that are not proposed, at this 
time, to be saved. PAC*SJ will continue to follow this project 
closely. 

Houghton Donner House 

Keith Watt is in the process of selling the Houghton Donner 
House site. A nonprofit housing organization is interested in 
relocating the house to a site they own on N 4th Street. The 
nonprofit would rehabilitate the house and use it for its of­
fices. Barry Swenson Builders is proposing to build a 200+ 
units residential tower on the Houghton Donner House site. 
PAC*SJ's position is that the house should remain on its pre­
sent site. This is consistent with the position we took when 
the city was proposing that the house be moved as part of the 
City Hall garage project. 

Downtown Ball Park site 

The City Council voted to purchase the Stephens Sausage 
Factory building and to conduct preliminary studies on a site 
just north of the Arena to determine the feasibility of using 
the site for a downtown ball park. The city would be inter­
ested in bringing the A's baseball team to San Jose if that op­
portunity presented itself. If the city is not successful in this 
venture, the site would be used for housing. The actual 
boundaries are: W. San Fernando Street, Autumn Street, Park 

Street and the railroad tracks. A historic resources report is 
being prepared which will evaluate the structures located 
within the boundaries to determine whether any have his­
toric significance. 

Congratulations to United Neighborhoods of Santa Clara 
County 

Congratulations on a very successful conference on No­
vember 12, 2005. Participating neighborhood activists met 
in the new City Hall for the conference and then had lunch 
in the new City Hall rotunda. Subjects ranged from "Can 
We Have Open, Honest, Ethical Government without Sun­
shine Laws" to "Successful Neighborhood Partnering with 
Schools and Businesses." Many of the issues UNSCC has 
are the same ones PAC*SJ has: a good opportunity exists to 
partner with them and address some of these concerns to­
gether. 

rience matters. 
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NATIONAL TRUST LEADERS FIND THEIR WAY TO SAN JOSE 

PAC*SJ hosted a day long meeting of dignitaries 
from the National Trust for Historic Preservation 
last October including Stanley Lowe, Vice President 
of Community Revitalization, Dr. Anthea Hartig, 
Executive Director of the Western Office, and Mike 
Buhler, Program Officer /Regional Attorney. The 
Community Revitalization oversees Trust pro­
grams which encourage and assist efforts to bring 
new economic vitality to historic residential and 
commercial neighborhoods. The first San Jose tour 
took our visitors to the 13th Street neighborhood, 
led by historic architectural consultant, Franklin 
Maggi and Board member Sherry Hitchcock, chair­
person of PAC*SJ's Service Learning Partnership. Nat'l Trnst Visit: left to right: Sherry Hitchcock, PAC*SJ, Mike 

Next, a tour of the River Street Historic District was Buhler, NTHP, Jim Zetterquist, PAC*SJ, Anthea Hartig, NTHP, and 

led by Patt Curia, P AC*SJ board member, and his- Stanley Lowe, NTHP. 
torian April Halberstadt. 

PAC*SJ received a Preservation Development Ini­
tiative grant funded by the JohnS. and James L. 

Knight Foundation. Working in partnership with the Na­

tional Trust, we are developing a model to help neighbor­

hoods to better understand their history, the architectural 

--------------. uniqueness of their homes, and move towards the estab­

Chuck Nunnally 
Realtor/Broker 

Alain Pinel Realtors 
408.357.8700 

lishment of historic or conservation districts, if desired by 

homeowners. San Jose is one of only 8 cities in the U.S. 

chosen to participate in this grant. 

Sherry and the Trust visitors also met with John Weiss, 

Deputy Director of the San Jose Redevelopment Agency 
_____________ ...,.and Kip Harkness,Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Man-

!1!!!!11!!!11!1 ager who agreed to partner with PAC*SJ and the Trust for 

Oak HilJ Funeral Home, 
Crematory and Memorial Park 

408-297-2447 

- www.dtgmtvmcmorial.com ViSA 

neighborhood surveys and other opportunities. All par­

ties agreed to work together to preserve San Jose's history 

and continue to build a vibrant city. Dr. Hartig, Mr. Lowe 

and Mr. Buhler then attended the P AC*SJ' s monthly 

Board meeting and confirmed their enthusiasm for work­

ing with San Jose to protect its large stock of beautiful his­

toric homes, and promote economic development. Read­

ers wanting more information about the neighborhood 

outreach project called the Service Learning Partnership, 

should email info@Preservation.org. • 

Sherry Hitchcock and Patt Curia 
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PAC*SJ CALENDAR 
January 

February 

16 Monday, PAC""SJ Board Meeting, 6- 8 pm, Le Petit Trianon, 72 N. 5th Street, San Jose. 

20 Monday, PAC*SJ Board Meeting, 6- 8 pm, Le Petit Trianon, 72 N. 5th Street, San Jose. 

March 20 Monday, PAC*SJ Board Meeting, 6- 8 pm, Le Petit Trianon, 72 N. 5th Street, San Jose. 

Palm Haven Restores Historic Pillars! 
The 7 pillars erected in 1913 at the opening of the Palm Haven residence park have been fully restored! It has taken 4 years of 

fundraising and volunteer work to reach our goal. And thanks to all of our supporters from P AC*SJ as well as many others, 

the pillars return to their rightful place adorning this unique Historic Conservation Area of San Jose. A spedal thanks goes to 

Norman Finnance (preservation specialist and PAC*SJ Board member) who has guided the restoration process with an ex­

traordinary amount of patience, attention to detail, and care. With the pillar lights fully functional, they set the tone for this 

historic neighborhood at night. Come visit us sometime to see this bit of history come back to life! 

Thanks again to everyone who helped and have a great holiday! 

Michael Borbely 

President, Palm Haven Restoration Committee 

1:&:t 
jf arnsluortfJ 

San Jose Hardwood Floors, Carpet and Vinyl 
408-264-3500 

Patrick &_Monica 

BROKER, GRI, CRS/REALTOR 

297-9661 

~·~~4> 
Jt~ 6}/llj(Jt(.l>ff!le-?Vg;:;, (.k,., 19 we<UJ 

ADVERTISE IN CONTINUITY! 

Continuity is distributed to over 800 San Jose preservationists, homeowners and opinion-formers. It's a great way to get your 

message out to your best potential customers! For ads larger than the business card, you must supply camera-ready artwork, 

or PAC*SJ can provide it at an additional charge. 

Buy ads in 6 issues and SAVE! Plus, all multiple-issue ads come with a free membership! 

Business Card 
Single issue $50 

3 issues $120 

1/4 Page 
Single issue $100 

3 issues $250 

1/2 Page 
Single issue $200 

3 issues $450 

Full Page 
Single issue $375 

3 issues $700 
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2005 Major Donors & Corporate Sponsors 

CORPORATE SPONSORS 
AAA Furnace, Alain Pinel, Bischoff's Medical, Bob LeBeau Hardwood Floors, Casa Casa, Casa de Mini, Drew Beveridge, Frank-Lin Distill­
ers Products, L TO, Gary Sanchez-State Farm, GMS Construction & Associates, Hancock Memorial, JP Weaver Ceramic Stone & Design, 
Lou's Doors, Mary Ann Rabisi-Scolari Design, MBA Architects, McKay Architecture, Monica & Pat Farnsworth, Pacific Architectural 
Hardwoods, Phoenix Technology, Rianda Painting, S&G Carpets, Chuck Nunally, Sam's Quaiity Painting, San Jose Hardwood Floors, Tite 
Screen Shop, The \Aloodcn Crov.rn, and Venice Tile. 

DONORS OF $100 OR MORE 
Alpine Recreation 

Apruval 
Bank of America 
Cord Associates 
Ed Blackmond 

Carolus Boekema 
Joan Bohnett 

Richard & Colleen Eilbert 
Norman Finnance 

David & Tracie Frandsen 
Gayle Frank 

David & Linda Larson Boston 
Phil & Nicole Brumm 

Don Gagliardi 
Michael Garavaglia, AlA 
John & Ellen Garboske 

GE Energy 
Rachel Gibson 

I 

Jim Bunce 
Capital Properties 

Vince & Colleen Cortese 
Carlton Craighead 

Rose Crimi 
Cookie Curci 
Patricia Curia 

John & Christine Davis 
John Davis/Air Systems 

Jack Douglas 
Jo & Bernadette Drechsler 

Patricia Dunning 
Dill Design Group 

Tom & Tona Duncanson 

Hans & April Halberstadt 
Donald & Lavonne Hardy 

Edna Harrison 
Kenneth & Janet Gray Hayes 

Judith Henderson 
Albert & Sherry Hitchcock 
Hometec Architecture, Inc. 

Julia How lett-Smith & Matt Smith 
Nancy Riddle Iversen 

Curtis A. Jones & Lucille Boone 
Stan Ketchum 
Kayla Kurucz 

Alexander La Riviere 
Cristy Lanfri 

Realtor I Broker, GRI, SRES 

/\lain l•inel lleultor~ 

408 913-7793 
Hitchcock@apr.com 
www. SherryHitchcock.com 
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Ed Leon 
Morton & Elaine Levine 
LoMonaco & Company 

Andre Luthard 
Jane Luthard 
Pam Marks 

Mayfair Packing 
Monitor Mortgage 

Joseph & Celeste Melehan 
Rob Mezzetti 

Peter & Kathleen Muller 
Neptune Society 

Oak Hill Funeral & Memorial Park 
Ohmega Salvage 
Page & Turnbull 

Palo Alto Stanford Heritage 
Frank Penrose 

Phoenix Technologies 
Walt & Patti Phillips 

Mike Reandeau 
Carl & Marianne Salas 

Randy Saldinger & Kevin Kelley 

Your Best 

Gary & Laura Schoennauer 
Kristina M. Sermersheim 

Beth Shafran-Mukai 
Slawinski Auction Company 

Elizabeth Stearns 
Steinberg Group Architects 

Helen Stevens 
Chad & Elizabeth Steward 

StudioS Squared 
Joseph & Edith L. Walter 

Keith Watt 
Shaun Welch 

Mark Williams 
Beth Wyman 

Reuben & Diane Zarate 
Jim Zetterquist 

of Stock or Custom 

Moulding 
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2005 MEMBERS 
WELCOME TO OUR NEW MEMBERS: Charles Atlas, Ellen Baron, Donna Boehm, Gloria Chun Hoo, Carlton Craighead, Kristin Dessau, 

Melissa Dile, Marilyn Dorsa, Rachel Gibson, Albert & Sherry Hitchcock, Don Lauritson, Morton & Elaine Levine, Pam Marks, Pat & 

Marjorie McMahon, Irene Miles, John Mitchell, Mardell Oller, Lynn Robinson, Dianne Saichek, Elizabeth Steams, StudioS Squared and 

Jeanne Sutherland. 

RENElVING MEMBERS: Thank You! 
James Arbuckle Lorinda Foss ]ant< Luthard Christopher Russell 
Harriett Arnold Gilbert Foster Mary Lou Lyon Carl & Marianne Salas 
Pat Baio Gayle Frank Kristiane Maas Dayana Salazar & Jaime Angulo 
Frank Barnard Norman & Alice Gary Patti Massey Randy Saldinger & Kevin Kelley 
Walter Beltramo Kay Marie Gutknecht Leslie Masunaga Richard Santos 
Lorie Bird Ron Hagen Tony May Gary & Laura Schoennauer 
Ed Blackrnond Hans & April Halberstadt Diane McQuillen Bob & Joan Shomler 
Jose Blanc Phil & Susan Hammer Chris & Michelle McSorley Lisa Hettler-Smith 
Bev Blockie Edna Harrison William & Elizabeth Menkin Rebecca Smith 
Mildred Bloom Susan Hartt Ardith Meyer Judy & Kathryn Stabile 
Heinz Bodeker Kenneth & Yolanda Hayes Dirk Meyer & Annette Oevermann Chad & Elizabeth Steward 
Carolus Boekema & Willy Scholten Rick Helin Donna Miguelgorry Linda Gail Swan 
Mike Borbely Dean & Joan Helms Craig Mineweaser John & Gianna Tabuena-Frolli 
Ron & Judy Borcherding Judith Henderson Don and Joyce Mirassou Marvin Tanner 
David & Linda Larson Boston Mary Heman Gavin Monyhan Rosalie Thimann 
Michael Boulland Ward Hill Beth Shafran Mukai & Conrad Mukai William Thomas 
Maria Brand George & Karen Hopkins Peter & Kathleen Muller Michael & Lori Tierney 
Lawrence Camuso Forrest E. "Woody" Hom Neptune Society Mary Beth Train 
Phil & Nicole Brumm Julia Howlett-Smith & Matt Jim Norvell Catherine Tucker 
Alice Carey Smith Julia O'Keefe Evelyn M. Ucovich 
Valerie Castro-Singer Nancy Riddle Iversen Pat Olson Audrey Unruh 
Jeanne Cavanagh Richard & Annette Jaffe Stephen & Colleen Padnos Nancy Valby 
Terry Christiansen Cynthia James Gary Parks Gordon and Marcia Vosti 
Vince & Colleen Cortese Bob Johnson Tony & Laurel Perusa Yvonne Wagener 
Rose Crimi Keith & Mona Johnson Walt & Patti Phillips Joseph and Edith Walter 
Bobbie Cronquist Ann F. Jordan Martin Prolo Dale Warner 
Patt Curia Kayla Kurucz Frank & Carole Rast Shaun Welch 
John and Christine Davis Cristy Lanfri Ethel Reinegger Benton and MaryLou White 
Jack Douglas Jeffrey & Lori Leonard Elizabeth Rhein Diana Wirt 
Patricia Dunning Leslie Levitt Peter Richert & Sue Burnham Beth Wyman 
Charlene Duval Carl Lindner Paul Robertson Jim Zetterquist 
Richard Eilbert Patricia Loomis Connie Rogers 

LIFETIME MEMBERS: Susan Brandt-Hawley, Greg Casella, Tom Simon and Keith Watt 

Silicon Valley Los Angeles 

The Steinberg Group 

SAN jOSE 408.295.5446 
LOS ANGELES 213.629.0500 
WWW.TSGARCH.COM 

Architecture 
Planning 
Interiors 

MELEHAN FAMILY TRUST LLC 

"Preservation is good business" 
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Haunted By Sarah 

Victorian turrets and towers of the Winchester house. 

GEPPETIO'S 
WoRKSHOP 
Nrn, HYLAND 

C>W~<.El< 

C0\!1\JI'IK!At & RESIDEN I 1,;\L 

:\ll!.:HrJRI'I:IIAL 1\!lU \V(lf':); 

Cl:STOM I!Aicr;>'NC¥,0 CA!li"'ETRY 
~IANllfA<.:Wf.:L1.)CA£liM'II-1Y 

Kncllf.~ AND 811m Suo><kCO"l n195 f:,,, G"'"'~':' ''' • S.t'' I<'<'!, Cr\ 95112 
4()il-J92-1lbtl(l • Hie 408-l-ll-1JIII2 • WWW.!;<:>pp<'tl<">•\«uf'k,hnp.c'\>nl 

Why are we still haunted by Sarah Winchester? She died in 
1922, nearly 85 years ago. What is it about Sarah that in­
trigues us and makes her such a special character in our 
local history? 

She is, after all, not the only incredibly rich Santa Clara 
Valley matron who built an incredible mansion and was in 
touch with the spirits. Mary Hayes Chynoweth kept Sarah 
company with another fabulous mansion in Edenvale, built 
about the same time as Sarah's "Mystery House". There 
are many other comparisons that can be drawn between 
these two ladies, both prominent Valley figures around 
1900 but it is Sarah that we seem to take to heart today. 

As a matter of fact, at that time Santa Clara Valley was be­
coming home to many wealthy residents. Most of them, 
like Sarah, had several houses and built their fancy country 
houses on large fruit ranches. We quickly recall the 
"ranch" life of Jane Lathrop Stanford. If we think about it, a 
dozen others might come to mind. San Francisco million­
aire George Hume, for example, built the 600-acre Glen 
Una ranch near Saratoga into the world's largest prune op­
eration. Like Sarah, he generated his own electricity and 
had a fire protection system. The list of other wealthy local 
investors is substantiaL 

Maybe we are haunted by the spooky billboards with the 
large Death's Head advertising the Mystery House. Sarah 
has had some phenomenal marketing, grabbing our atten­
tion with that large black skull, every time we drive the 
freeway. Poor Sarah, we say to ourselves, she had such bad 
luck. It is strange, because I do not recall how I came to 
that conclusion about Sarah. 

Sarah is not a figure that is found in our local history 

books. That relative obscurity is one of the many interest­

ing aspects of Sarah's persona. There is almost nothing 

written about Sarah, and what little there is, is highly sus­

pect. Various sources give her birth date anywhere from 

1837 to 1840. Little is known about her early years but 

hearsay. She came to Santa Clara Valley about 1884, when 

she was in her mid-40's. Some say she came for her health; 

others say that she already had friends or family in the 

area. At this time, there is still no accurate biography of 

Sarah, although local historian Maryjo Ignoffo is currently 

working on a book that may come out next year. 

Page 14 Continuity Fall/Winter 2005 PAC*SJ PO Box 2287, San Jose CA 95109-2287 www.preservation.org 



Haunted By Sarah 

Sarah Winchester 

We hear that Sarah felt com­
pelled to make constant addi­
tions to her mansion but the 
reasons for the ongoing con­
struction are never dear. Vve 
hear that Sarah was in poor 
health; some say it was rheu­
matoid arthritis that crippled 
her and forced her to devise 
the tiny stairs and other 
strategies that allowed her to 
remain independent. Others 
have different opinions re­
garding her health. 

Local stories about Sarah always speak of her with great 
kindness. People in the Valley who knew her, or who re­
call their grandparents speaking about her, say that she 
was a very kind and generous person. She comes to us as 
being a caring person, despite being something of a re­
cluse. The reputation of affection and generosity is impor­
tant to consider. We really know very little about Sarah, 
but somehow we have taken her to our hearts and think 
kindly of her. 

We are told that Sarah was haunted by the spirits of those 
killed by the Winchester rifle, so we should probably talk a 
little about the importance of this invention. There were 
two very significant mechanical devices developed for per­
sonal use in the late 19th century. Both were manufactured 
in the industrial areas of New England, both were con­
stantly improved and both had many patents issued. And 
both were subjected to years of litigation on various pat­
ents. The two items were sewing machines and personal 
firearms, and we find both devices listed and taxed specifi­
cally in the Santa Clara County tax assessment roll of the 
time. 

The Winchester Model 1873 rifle was probably the most 
popular firearm used in Western America. It had some 
extraordinary advantages when it was introduced and it 
quickly became a very popular weapon. First, it was a fire­
arm that used the same size ammunition, 38-calibre, as 
many of the popular handguns of the time. Gun owners 
could use the same ammunition for both weapons, a great 
convenience. It was also a repeater, like a handgun. The 
Winchester was the first rifle that fired more than one 

was very reliable and it was very inexpensive. These 
two more qualities contributed to its tremendous popu­
larity. The parts were interchangeable and the rifle 
could be repaired easily. 

More that 500,000 (half a million) Winchester Model 
1873 rifles were produced by 1900 and this rifle was 
still manufactured in 1923, a year after Sarah's death. 
Like Henry Ford's Model T, the Winchester was not the 
finest rifle on the market during its time, but it was reli­
able and affordable. It was never a military weapon; it 
was however, used widely by civilians for both hunting 
and for personal protection. It has remained such a 
popular firearm that it is currently licensed for manu­
facture and you can buy a copy today. 

So why am I haunted by Sarah? Because I still find her 
myth stronger than her reality. Because she seems to be 
a very genuine individual, someone with strength as 
well as some interesting flaws. Because she seems fo be 
both modest and famous at the same time. Because his­
tory and literature's most memorable characters are not 
elected officials or paragons of virtue but people who 
appeal to our hearts for their character. That is why I 
am haunted by Sarah. • 

April Halberstadt 

Switchback staircase in Winchester house. 
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Historical San Jose Woman's Club 

In 1894 nine women gathered in San Jose to discuss the 

possibility of a "woman's club". The consensus was that 

a club should be formed in San Jose whereby members, 

regardless of creed, nationality or position, could en­

gage in cultural, philanthropic and charitable activi­

ties. Through their efforts, San Jose Woman's Club was 

formed. 

By 1902 the membership had grown to 81 members who 

were full of enthusiasm over the new club. With a pro­

motional idea in mind, they had the following printed 

on the first page of the yearbook: 

Something of interest to women. everywhere. 

San Jose, California, the "Garden City of the Pacific Coast" as it is .formally 

known, is the paradise of children. It is surrounded on every hand by beau­

tiful mountains and forest scenery. The climate is unsurpassed. The winds 

blow soft and warm. The rains fall in gentle showers. 71ze sun never 

burns, but tempts the children to outdoor sports almost every day of the 

year. Fruits of every variety are grown here in abundance and are delicious 

and wholesome. San Jose is the musical and educational center of Califor­

nia. Your children can commence with the best of kindergartens, and hav­

ing covered all the intermediate ground, finish their education at one of the 

greatest institutions of learning in the land, the Leland Stanford Junior 

University, and they may be at home under your watchful care each night. 

The people of San Jose are cultured, refined and hospitable and they unite 

with the San Jose Woman's Club in extending a cordial welcome to all 

strangers, homeseeking, especially. 

The first dub building was purchased in 1906 and was 

located at 43 South Third Street. The membership grew 

steadily and a large lot was purchased at 75 South Elev­

enth Street for a new clubhouse. In 1929 the 

large Spanish style clubhouse was completed and the 

San Jose Woman's club had a beautiful new home. The 

club's building contributes to the club's longstanding 

history. In 1986 the clubhouse was named Historical 

Landmark No. 32 by the City of San Jose. Various fea­

tures of the building-including graceful arched win­

dows, vaulted ceilings, and stenciled ceiling beams in 

the ballroom, were attractive designs created by promi-

nent San Jose architects Carl J. Wolfe and William E. 

Higgins. Other original features include iron chande­

liers and historic wood-fired tile on the staircase. The 

ballroom features a grand piano on the stage and 

holds 450 for dancing or 350 for dining. There is a 

Tea Room, Fireplace Room, Board Room, and Office 

plus a large entry with comfortable sofa and 

chairs. There is a pantry kitchen as well as an updated 

professional kitchen. 

San Jose Woman's Club at 7511th St., San Jose. 

For many years the clubhouse has been available for 

rent, and since the refurbishing, has been a popular 

venue for wedding receptions, meetings and pro­

grams of all sorts. This has allowed the club to up­

grade the facility continuously. Through fund­

raisers the dub is able to give three $2,000 scholar­

ships to students at San Jose State University and 

several thousand dollars each to cultural and charita­

ble organizations in San Jose. • 

Alma Taylor, Publicity Chair 

SJ Woman's Oub 
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Summer Garage and Salvage Sale a Success 
Summer Garage and Salvage Sale Earns $5500 for 

Educational Efforts 

What garage sale offers free coffee, fruit, and cake as 
well as a chance for dogs to exchange hellos? 
P AC*SJ' s antique and garage sale bonanzas do just 
that! 

Naglee Park neighbors remain the staunchest sup­
porters and shoppers of the PAC*SJ Salvage and Ga-

Saratoga Plumbing Supply II 

S.m J"sr, Samf<'ga & lVillow Glm arms'' 

1284 Lincoln Avenue, Downtown Willow Glen, San Jose, CA 95125 
Tel. 408.279.5202 

rage Events. Many donations were delivered..._ _____________________ .. 

throughout the sale weekend in August forcing 
many bargain hunters to return several times. Our 
sales always feature the very ordinary as well as the 
very arcane thanks to members and neighbors donat­
ing those special and reusable items . The Dworak 
family recently remodeled its home and donated a 
mint condition dining room set, rugs, lamps and bed 
frames. We also received several boxes from two es­
tates that included many vintage items such as mid 
century kitchen canisters and cleaning products, gar­
dening tools and linens. 

Volunteers are always needed to assist in sorting, 
selling and loading of larger items. 

Please save your useable items for the next sale in 
spring. Many thanks to Rebecca Evans and Jane 
Guinther for their culinary efforts. We remain in debt 
to Patt Curia and the Salas family for use of their 
properties for these very large community events. 

concrete 
construction 
(408) 356-0338 

Specializing In Residential 
Custom Concrete, Brick and Stone Masonry, and Landscaping. 

Merit and Carol Hancock Memorial Fund 

PAC*SJ member Beth Wyman helps shoppers like new member 

Cici Green and the members of the 

Engine 8 team at the August Garage Sale. 

NoeUe Hancock, Jane Hancock, Tom Hancock, BiJ! Hancock, 
Michael Hancock, & Kimber& Hancock 

In Loving Memory 

PAC*SJ thanks the Hancock Family for their 
generous support of the Willow Ranch House Tour 
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TRIANON 
Classical Elegance in the heart of Silicon Valley 

www.TrianonTheatre.com 

(}!E/R!fO~I!N(} )ICJ{lJ.S 

P.,XtECl)q]q)E Olf'lf'I(!E SVIfJPS 

CO!JffPE'R!f,!N(!E (!ENI!ECJ{ 

¥EIJJ.S)II££PS COVIJf)!'f)ICJ{CD 

Planning a special event or meeting, or looking for an elegant, 

professional office space for your small business . 

Le Petit Trianon Tiuatre, an elegant, historic building with 

wonderful acoustics and a storybook setting, is ideal for 

your event planning or business needs. 

The Main Theatre seats 348 and the Keith A. Watt Recital Hall seats 80. 

Our Banquet Hall can accommodate up to 150, and the brand new 

Versailles Courtyard can hold over 200 people for outdoor receptions. 

Our Executive Office Suites are approximately 150 square feet and start at $400 per month. 

We are located near the new Civic Center Plaza at 

72 N. 5'" Street in downtown San Jose, just walking distance from SJSU, 

the County Court House, Post Office, restaurants and retail outlets. 

Please contact us at (408) 995-5400 or visit our website at www.trianontheatre.com for more information. 
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THEY LEFT THEIR MARK: 
BIRGE CLARKE: ARCHITECT OF PALO ALTO 

Few architects have had the opportunity to dominate the 

architectural landscape the way that Birge Clarke did in his 

shaping of the city of Palo Alto. He was born (1893) and 

raised in Palo Alto, and attended Stanford University 

where his father was head of the art department. Birge 

went on to Columbia University for his architectural de­

gree, graduating just in time to be drawn into World War I, 

where he served as an aerial observation balloonist. He 

was awarded the Silver Star after parachuting to safety 

when his balloon was shot down. 

After the war, Clarke set up his office in the village of Palo 

Alto, and for many years was the only professional in the 

area. He is credited with designing almost 500 structures, 

many of which, particularly those in the downtown area, 

have landmark 

status. One of his 

earliest projects, done 

in conjunction with 

his father and Lou 

Henry Hoover (wife 

of the future presi­

dent) was a residence 

for the Hoovers on 

the Stanford campus. 

The result was a ro­

mantic structure in 

what Clarke de-

the Chicago World's Fair in 1893, and it was fur­

ther developed by Bertram Goodhue at the Pa­

nama Pacific Fair in San Diego in 1915. The inte­

gration of patios, gardens and adobe-like plaster 

walls all lent themselves to our peninsula's mild 

climate. The Palo Alto home that Clarke designed 

for Charles and Kathleen Norris is another excel­

lent example of his work in this genre. 

Clarke's reputation as a local boy with strong con­

nections to Stanford and the Hoovers made him a 

leading candidate for important downtown Palo 

Alto structures and civic projects. Some of his 

Continued on Page 20 

Hayes Mansion 
Resources Sought 

For revised version of 
The Gem of Edenvale, 

planned for 2005. 

Looking for historical information about 
and photos of mansion, family, staff, 

architect (George Page), 
grounds, farm areas, aerial views, 

buildings, etc. from private collections. 

Will cover the costs of copying photos 
and other materials. 

Any items used receive credit in the book. 

Contact: Nancy Newlin 
renascipublications@>earthlink.nct 

408.297.4084 

scribed as the "Early P•~sS~2.;;~~~~s~:;;;~555E~~· 
California Style." 

The President Hotel is located in Palo 

Alto on University Avenue. 

This style, now re­

ferred to as "Spanish 

Eclectic" had its be­

ginnings at 

• 

Contact Jack at 
jackdouglas@earthlink.net 

for copies of his new book, 
Historical Highlights of Santa Clara County! 

• 
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Threatened: Agricultural Asset Since the 1920's 
The Bay Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC), was formerly a University of California Agricultural 

research site. BAREC is located at 90 N. Winchester Boulevard and consists of 17 acres of "agricultural zoned" 

land that has been an agriculture asset for the community, the state, and the country since the 1920s. The BAREC 

site has ties back to the Civil War and even housed children with physical and mental disabilities. 

"Save BAREC" i~ a collage of volunteers drawn from concerned citizens, educators, activists, and professionals, 

who volunteer to reclaim this abandoned agricultural site and put it back to productive use for the benefit of 

current and future generations. They want this urban agriculture land to be the example for sustainable living, 

including many community programs, food sources, and education, while capturing all of the vast amounts of 

hbtory the land has experienced over the past 150+ years. They suggest that specific areas will be dedicated for 

fruit orchards, row crops, berries, vegetables, dense bio-intensive farming, a "hands on" children's garden, a 

landscape training and demonstration center, a native plant area, a visitor's center, and museum. 

Continued on page 21 

BIRGE CLARKE: Continuedfrompage 19 

most significant buildings include: The President Hotel on University A venue; the Post Office on Hamilton; the former 

Police and Fire Building at 440 Bryant; the Lucie Stern Community Center and the Spanish-style block of 500 Ramona 

Street. Many of the commercial buildings along University Avenue were also products of his drawing board. 

The former Police and Fire Building on Bryant Street in Palo Alto. 

--.. Although Birge Clarke will al­
ways be remembered for his 
Spanish Eclectic makeover of 
Palo Alto, he also did numer­
ous residential designs in other 
styles, the Moderne, for exam­
ple, later in his career. 

His was a long and produc­

tive life. While traveling in 

Egypt in 1989 (at the age of 96) 

he died suddenly of a stroke. A 

local hero during his lifetime, 

Clarke's name is still legend in 

our area's architectural history . 

• 
JACK DOUGLAS 
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Threatened: Agricultural Asset Since the 1920's 
Continued from page 20 

The 17.5-acre parcel on Winchester Road in Santa Clara was a home for widows, children and orphans of Union 
Veterans from the CiviLWar. Later, it became a facility for the care and training of disabled children, contributing 
important research in the areas of dealing with child disabilities such as blindness and hearing loss. These early 

!I!PP...,.--"""!"------------.... ~"'!"1 housing structures and medical facilities were demolished 

The Research Building was constructed 

in 1922, using local redwood. 

in the mid-1960's. 

In the 1920's, the present building at 125 Santa Clara-Los 
Gatos Road (90 North Winchester Road) was completed. 
Designed by University of California Davis Architectural 
students and constructed of redwood from Sanborn Park in 
Saratoga, the building was occupied by University of 
California researchers until 2002 when the facility closed 
and was returned to the State of California. During those 
days of agricultural research, both Shasta and Lassen 
strawberries were developed at the property and others, 
including Fresno and Tioga followed with better flavor. 
Research continued with tomatoes, and smog control 
issues. Because farmers were being blamed for so much 

pollution from burning their fruit tree cuttings, new methods 
of disposal were developed, such as chipping and grinding 
up the plant material. 

By 1983, the superintendent of the facility noted that the focus of the research had shifted to the backyard gardener and 
focused on the needs of the homeowner's, such as water conservation and reduction in pesticide usage. 

The Bay Area Research and Extension Center closed on 

January 1, 2003. The promised $2 million permanent 

augmentation to the Cooperative Extension that was part of 

the original deal, was never realized and UCCE received $1 

million for the transfer of the total 17.5 agricultural property. 

Left behind were 3 greenhouses, a shop, historical home with 

shop, potting shed, remaining experiments, including oak 

trees, and outbuildings. The pump for the working water well 

was removed. • 

For more details on the current issues, please visit the website 
(www.savebarec.org) or call 888-227-3280. 

Source: Kirk Vartan, Save BAREC 

Strategic Activity Coordinator 
BAREC- Looking east, shop on left side, potting 

shed, greenhouses and chemical shed to right. 
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Civil War Plaque Dedicated at New Almaden 
Few people realize how dose California came to seceding 
from the Union during the Civil War, and throwing its sup­
port to the Confederacy. In 1862 President Lincoln ordered 
the seizure of the New Almaden Quicksilver Mines to se­
cure the mercury supply so important to financing the war 
effort This action led to a standoff between the New Al­
maden miners and Lincoln's military forces. 

The mercury mine was established on the hill above the cur­
rent town of New Almaden and was named after a large 
mercury mine in Almaden, Spain. During the 1848 gold 
rush mercury became important for use in separating gold 
and silver from the ores. The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 
was signed in 1848 ceding the entire state of California to 
the United States for the paltry sum of 18 million dollars. In 
comparison, by 1858 the New Almaden mine had produced 
250,000 flasks of mercury worth 10 million dollars. 

Following California's admit­
tance to the Union there were 
years of confusion over land 
grants and the United States gov­
ernment began reviews of land 
claims for possible fraud. Believ­
ing that the New Almaden Mine 
Company's title was fraudulent, 
in 1858 the Federal Court in San 
Francisco levied an injunction 
forcing the company to stop 
work and close the mine. In 1861 
the New Almaden Company ap­
pealed the decision to the U.S. 
Supreme Court. 

The trial between the Supreme 
Court and the New Almaden 
Company took place in 1862-63, 
right in the middle of the Civil 
War. The Supreme Court deci-

that the grant is fraudulent and void. Now, therefore I, Abraham 
Lincoln, President of the United States, do hereby order you to seize 
the property and deliver it to Leonard Swett, an agent who has been 
authorized by me to take possession of the same for the United 
States." (signed) Abraham Lincoln. 

Marshal Rand journeyed to New Almaden and presented the 
wril to John Young, manager of the New Almaden Mine. 
Young informed the marshal that the writ was illegal since 
the current owners had operated the mine for seventeen 
years, and the owners had title to part of the land through the 
Berryessa Grant. Marshal Rand stated that he would return 
with an armed force to enforce the writ and John Young re­
plied that such force would be resisted. 

Fortunately, saner minds intervened in the persons of Gen­
eral George Wright, who had been ordered to supply the 

armed men to enforce the writ, and 
General Henry W. Halleck, who was 
General in Chief of the Union Army 
and also General Manager of the New 
Almaden Company. Generals Wright 
and Halleck, along with Frederick Low, 
later governor of California, sent tele­
grams to Lincoln urging the govern­
ment to not use force to enforce the 
writ, believing that the Union would 
lose California to the Confederacy if 
the writ was enforced. Lincoln wisely 
canceled the writ in a letter to Low. A 
conflict was averted, California re­
mained in the Union, and the New Al­
maden Quicksilver Mines continued to 
produce mercury for many years. 

On October 8, 2005, New Almaden 
celebrated Pioneer Day with a re­
enactment of the standoff, 142 years 
after the incident. The New Almaden 

sion was in favor of the U.S. gov- ._ _________________ _.Quicksilver County Park Association, 

ernment, with the land ti- Jack Douglas as General Naglee at the Almaden Dedication Santa Clara County Parks and Recrea-
tle judged fraudulent on the tion, and E Clampus Vitus dedicated a 
basis of some incorrect dates on the claim documents. Presi- plaque commemorating New Almaden's important role in the 
dent Lincoln was persuaded by his staff to seize the mine Civil War. 
and sent a writ to this effect to Marshal C.W. Rand in San 
Francisco. The writ read in part: "Whereas, Andres Castillero 
and divers persons have under a pretended grant from the Repub­
lic of Mexico occupied the New Almaden Quicksilver Mine. And, 
whereas by the decision of the Supreme Court it has been adjudged 

Note: Information for this article was taken from New Almaden's 

souvenir plaque dedication booklet. Visit New Almaden's museum 

in CasaGrande for the "rest of the story" of New Almaden's fasci­

nating his ton; and land title details. • 
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MEMBERSHIP FORM 
Please type or print clearly. 

Name(s): 

Organization/Business/Employer: 

Please ask your employer about matching programs for your 
contribution. 
Address: 

Home Phone: 

Work Phone: 

Fax: 

Cell: 

Email address: 

I WOULD LIKE TO RENEW MY MEMBERSHIP AT THE 

LEVEL OF: 

0 Student I Senior (65+) $20 

Individual $35 

0 Family I Nonprofit $50 

Contributor I Small Business $100 

0 Patron I Corporation $250 

0 Benefactor $1,000 

I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO DONATE $ 

TO HELP PAC*SJ PRESERVE OUR ARCHITECTURAL 

HERITAGE. ONLINE DONATIONS WELCOME. 

Please make your check out to "Preservation Action Council of San 

Jose", and send it to: PO Box 2287, San Jose, CA 95109-2287 

As a 2006 member, you will receive our quarterly newsletter 

Continuity as well as invitations and discounts to our events. 

We mostly notify our members of events via email. Not supplying To ask about benefits of higher membership levels, please call (408) 

an email address will make it harder for us to notify you about our 998-8105· 

events. 

PAC*SJ will not release your contact details to a third parties without your consent. Please check this 

box if you would not like us to publicize your name as a P AC*SJ member: 0 

I WOULD BE INTERESTED IN VOLUNTEERING (please check): 

0 Serving as a Board Member I am interested in serving on the: 

0 Volunteering at or managing events and tours 0 Advocacy Committee 

0 Testifying at public meetings and hearings 0 Fundraising Committee 

0 Writing articles for the newsletter 0 Education Committee 

D Helping with Preservation Celebration 0 Membership Committee 

D Helping with Salvage Sale I I have a truck 0 Audit Committee 

D Pro bono legal assistance 0 Public Relations 

0 Service Learning Partnership (evaluating properties for architectural significance) 
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CONTINUITY 
The Preservation Action Council of San Jose 

(PAC'"SJ) is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation 

dedicated to preserving San Jose's 

architectural heritage through education, 

advocacy and events. 

We believe that historic preservation is good 

for our quality of life and good for business. 

We aim to integrate a strong commitment to 

historic preservation into the land use and 

development decisions of the City of San Jose 

that affect historic resources, as well as into the 

private decisions of property owners and 

developers. We try to bring owners and 

developers together to create historically 

sensitive projects that make economic sense. 

Preservation Action Council of San Jose 

PO Box 2287, San Jose, CA 95109-2287 

2005 Board Officers: 

Jim Zetterquist, President 

. Judith Henderson, V.P. Advocacy 

Joseph Melehan, V.P. Fundraising 

Julia Howlett Secretary 

Don Carloni, Treasurer 

Brian Grayson, Past President 

Board Members: 

Jim Bunce 

Patricia Curia 

Norman Finnance 

Gayle Frank 

Ellen Garboske 

Rachel Gibson 

Sherry Hitchcock 

Kayla Kurucz 

Andre Luthard 

Helen L. Stevens 

Diane Zarate 

Staff: Megan Bellue, Executive Director 

Advisory Board: 

Bonnie Bamburg 

Marvin Bamburg, AlA 

Paul Bernal 

Jack Douglas 

Ken Fowler 

Alan Hess 

Karita Hummer 

Rusty Lutz 

Franklin Maggi 

Craig Mineweaser, AlA 

Gil Sanchez, F AlA 

Judy Stabile 

Keith Watt 

NON-PROFIT 

ORGANIZATION 
U.S. POSTAGE 

PAID 
PERMIT384 

SANJOSE.CA 

JOIN OR RENEW TODAY -MEMBERSHIP FORM ON PAGE 23! 
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CITYOF ~ 
SAN JOSE Department cif Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
CAPITAL OP SILICON VALLBY 

Honorable Mayor and City Council 
City of San Jose 
801 North First Street, Room 600 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council: 

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

February 16, 2005 

Subject: Bay Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC) Property 

The City's Parks and Recreation Commission is recommending that the City Council support, to 
the extent possible, efforts to preserve the 17-acrc Bay Area Research and Extension Center 
(BAREC) property on the basis of the historical significance and potential open space and 
recreational value of the property. Parks and open space are vital and bring immense 
environmental benefits. This site is located in the City of Santa Clara, contiguous to the San Jose 
border on North Winchester Boulevard between Dorich Street and Forest A venue as shown on 
the attachment. 

The Regents of the University of California are in the process of selling this publicly-owned land 
for redevelopment as single-family and senior housing according to the reuse planning concept 
for the property adopted by the Santa Clara City Council in February 2003. This plan includes a 
one-acre neighborhood park that will serve residents of both cities. The proposed development 
of the plan is currently on hold pending resolution of the property surplus process with the State. 

The site was originally used as a center for mentally disturbed children from 1886 to 1920. Part 
of the site was then used as a home for Civil War veteran's families from 1921 to 1963; and from 
1928 to 2003 the remaining land was used as an urban agriculture/horticulture research/education 
center under the University of California until its closure in 2003. 

Members of the community have appeared before the Parks and Recreation Commission, 
requesting that the BAREC be preserved as either agricultural land or parkland. They have 
presented information that indicates there is broad community support from individuals and 
organizations within the community. 

The City's Parks and Recreation Commission agrees with the community that the site has 
significant value as a historical, horticultural and recreational resource, which could be of benefit 
to both Santa Clara and San Jose residents. Therefore, the Commission is recommending the 

4 N. Second St., Ste. 600, San Jose, CA 95113 tel (408) 277-4768 fax (408) 277-3155 www.sanjoseca.gov/prns 



Honorable Mayor and City Council 
February 16, 2005 
BAREC Property 
Page 2 of2 

San Jose City Council, in conjunction with the Santa Clara City Council, consider opportunities 
to work together to preserve some or all of the site for the use of future generations ofboth 
communities. 

Your consideration of this matter would be greatly appreciated. 

Attachment- Map of Area 

c: Sara Hensley, PRNS 
Albert Balagso, PRNS 
Scott Reese, PRNS 

Yours truly, 

J-1-ziwvh//,h»( hM / 
~·o··~Ci 

Helen Chapman, Chair 
Parks and Recreation Commission 
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AcresJ)f San,t~?J$fafa Valley Agricu.w 
presented by:;~Kathryn Matheyy~on, Linda Perrine, 
· ·· and Friends ofiSlAREC · 

~ " ' 'f_~~:~:.~-;' 

,'·.· 

Requesting Support.fFOasi:S';tl;~;:;ot/ 
Santa Clara County Supefvi~~r 

Jim Beall 

To Save Prime Valley Farmland for Agricultural. 
and Environmental Education Purposes 

September 16,2005 



What is BAREC? 
Why should it be preserved? 

Bay Area Research and Extension Center 

90 N. Winchester Blvd. 
Santa Clara, California 

These 17 acres have been owned by The 
State of California since the 1920's and 

were used for both Horticultural and 
Agricultural research. 

It is the only rewlaining such ]Jroperty in 
a place once known as: 

((The Valley oj'ffeart 's lJelight" 

http://www .. mvebarec.org 



Santa Clara County -District 4 

Note: 1Uap obtained from Szipen•isor Beall's web site 
ltttp:/Avww.scc-assessor.org!scdassetsldocs/1 $7287tf4map.pdf 

BAREC is perfectly placed in 
the middle of the district 

http:I/WIVlV.savebarec.org 



BAREC is Shared Between Two Cities 

San Jose 

BARE(:' 

~;ant a 
(~lara 

f1!m:l/www.saveharec.org ,; 





Brief History 

• UC-Cooperative Extension owned and used BAREC from 1952 
until January 2003, and then it returned to the State 

• Unique historical property serving first the local community and 
then the agricultural community since 1850's 
• Research done on many crops (strawberries, garlic, fruit), 

irrigation, drought sod, disease control including native plants, 
and compost vital to San Jose's present Green Waste Program 
(which should be introduced to all sec cities) 

• Existing resources include: agricultural zoning, prime valley soil, 
1920's buildings, shops, greenhouses, irrigation, orchard, garden 
beds, two wells, historical weather station, power and electrical, 
and a central location with easy access to public transit 

• BAREC supported local school groups and agriculture/ 
horticulture professionals since the 1920s; sec schools and 
professionals could lose BAREC as a resource with no 
replacement 

!!JJJl.:llwww.saveharec.org 



Current Status of BAREC 

• BAREC is not officially sold yet! Status is "Sale Pending." 
Steps remaining: 
• Cotnpletion of Environmental Impact Report and 45 day public 

cotnment period 
• Develop and execute an adequate plan to clean up soil conta1nination 
• Prove that BAREC is not historically significant 
• Santa Clara City Council must vote to change the zoning from 

"agricultural" to ''medium density housing" 
• The non-profit VIVA Foundation has offered to buy BAREC for the 

appraised value of $170K (agricultural zoned price) 
• The Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District has written the 

St~t~ stating they need BAREC as agricultural open space to support their 
miSSIOn 

• Community meetings have standing room only community support. The 
comtnunity is prepared to have a Referendum if the Santa Clara City 
Council changes BAREC's zoning 

htttJ.:I/www.sm•ebarec.org 



Soil Contamination Issues 
Surrounding BAREC 

• BAREC has been an experimental research station for chemicals since 
the 1920s. Its soil is contaminated from many kinds of chemicals, both 
known and unknown. 

• The State's solution for cleaning up soil contamination is to remove the 
top foot of soil. This does not remove the proble1n. 

• Chemicals are in gas form and throughout the soil strata. 
• Recently DDT was found in the soil on State's land at Agnew State 

Hospital after housing was built. Watson Park in San Jose (East Jackson 
and 22nd Street) was recently closed for soil contamination (heavy metals 
were discovered on the site). 

• EPA's research shows chemicals move through building foundations into 
the air of homes and offices. 

• BAREC, our county, and the State need an inexpensive way to remove 
soil contamination. BAREC could be used as a Center of Excellence to 
create new technologies and businesses for our county, state, and nation. 

http:llwww.sal•ebarec.org 



Why is the future of 
BAREC a County Issue? 

+ BAREC and the surrounding comtnunity were unincorporated and in 
the county for 1nost of their history. 

+ In 1983 the City of Santa Clara annexed BAREC and two sides of it; 
San Jose annexed the other two sides. 

+ All the homes adjacent to BAREC have San Jose addresses and zip 
codes and must pay San Jose insurance rates. 

+ The State and UC had a San Jose address for its entire history; all 
research credit was given to San Jose. 

+ Citizens of Santa Clara near BAREC feel they are treated as second 
class citizens and their issues are not addressed by the City. 

• Research and programs on BAREC were for the SCC, the State, and 
the nation. New jobs and skills result when this happens. The county 
needs more balance in its job market. 

hllp:/!Www.savebarec.org 



Why Should Santa Clara 
County Be Interested in 
~:BAREC? ------

• This County, its residents and its children have an opportunity to create an 
educational farm/garden project on BAREC, open to the public, which 
would enhance the quality of life for future generations 

• BAREC cannot be used until soil contamination is removed. Soil 
contatnination is all over sec creating lnany health problems. 

• BAREC is set up as a research facility. The site can be used to research 
and clean up its soil and all the land the State is currently selling. It can 
also bring new technology ideas and jobs to market. 

• Soil biology can clean up contamination inexpensively. California has no 
lab which studies soil biology/ecology. Soil Food Web will move from 
Oregon to BAREC. 

+ New technology like hydro-mechanical obliteration (developed in SCC) 
could revolutionize agriculture/horticulture, increase worker productivity 
by 300 percent, reduce health care costs, and create new jobs. 

l!.!.!J.'://www.saveharec.org " 



Why Should Santa Clara 
County Be Interested in 
BAREC? , . ........ ----~ 

• Universities would create new classes and degrees and professions on 
soil health. 

• sec has imbalanced educational programs with only one week of 
environmental education in K-12. College environmental studies 
departments have no land near them for coursework and research. 

• The other Bay Area counties are further ahead of SCC on 
environmental education programs (Santa Cruz's Life Lab, UC 
Davis's Children's Garden, Livermore's Camp Arroyo Sustainable 
Living Center, Berkeley's Edible Schoolyard Program, Marin's Food 
Syste1n Project, and 1nany on the internet: 
(http:/ /www.kidsgardening.org/School/registrysearch.taf). 

• BAREC can be the center of a new revolution in soil health which 
translates to healthier food, plants, and people, and a less expensive 
government with less dependency on natural resources (oil, water, 
electricity). 

!!!!JJ.:IIwww.sa~·eharec.org 



·Why Should Santa Clara 
County Be Interested in 
'BAREC? ...... ,....._ ___ _ 

+ UCSC Agroecology and Sustainable Systems Program has offered to 
help SCC with its ag/garden educational programs if it is on Bf\.REC. 

+ BAREC is centrally located in the county/District 4 and has dir~ect 
access to the public transit hub at Forest and Winchester, across from 
BAREC and behind Valley Fair 

+ SCC District 4 has NO county park and County parks should be 
special ecological or historical places. BAREC is unique. There is 
nothing comparable to BAREC in District 4, the Central Coast, or the 
Bay Area 

+ sec has no public botanical garden or arboretum yet it has prinne soil 
and climate along with a rich agricultural history 

+ BAREC could help reduce all of the above problems if it is allowed to . . 
remain In open space. 

+ BAREC could qualify as National Historical Register site; we are 
pursuing the application process. 

http://www.savebarec.org 



Santa Clara County 
Lacks Adequate Open 
Space in the Valley 

• Large contiguous open spaces (not linear trails) near public transportation 
are needed on the Valley floor which are not next to freeways or under 
flyways 

• Unincorporated neighborhoods near BAREC are missing at least 3 8 acres 
of open space per state's requirements 

• West San Jose adjacent to BAREC is missing 20 plus acres of open space 
and its school open space has been reduced by more than 60 percent. 

• SummerHill Homes recently built housing on our Valley's only large FF A 
(fonnerly Future Farmer's of America) one mile from BAREC. 

• Schools near BAREC are losing their open space for developme:nt 
projects; "Sprawl" is even happening to our schools 

• BAREC could offset this if it is allowed to remain as open space and be 
used as an educational sustainable garden & agriculture project 

• Currently large open spaces are in mountains with no public transportation 
l!!1Jl.:l!www.savebarec.org 



Need To Localize 
Food Production 

• Our food travels on average at least 1,500 miles to our table 
• We need to be concerned about our food security given the 

political climate 
• We should be localizing some of our food and helping those 

most concerned to understand how to grow their own food. 
• BAREC could be first step towards educating the public on the 

need tore-localize our food production back into the Santa 
Clara valley and train residents for highly efficient, sustainable 
food production in their yards similar to Victory Gardens of 
World War II 

• Our country and the world is on the verge of a very challenging 
energy crisis given the demand and need for oil and natural gas 
(Peak Oil) 

http://www.sm•ebarec.org 



BAREC Provides SCC 
Great Opportunities 

• Vision for BAREC: Garden/ Agriculture Programs to expand Environtnental 
programs in SCC inspiring young people who could reinvent Silicon Valley 
environmentally (big business), develop a safer and healthier environment, and 
create a less expensive government and health care system. 

• Independently funded and staffed through a non-profit (501c3) 
• Income generated from: grants, produce sold through Farmer's Markets, CSA 

and local school cafeterias, children's day care gardening progran1s, and 
educational programs · 

• Provide hands-on gardening, agriculture, and nutrition education, :meeting 
State science requirements and the federal government's new Wellness 
Program standards. 

• Learn how to clean up contatninated soils with a diversity of soil rnicro­
organistns. This would remove tnany common diseases, create better food, 
and result in a less expensive health care system. BAREC could have the 
State's first soil testing lab for the soil's life. 

• Provide for sustainable local food systetns which use less energy and are 
grown in healthy soil without chemicals 

• UCSC Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems Program would like to 
assist getting a program started in Santa Clara Valley on BAREC property 

htt{!.,;/lwww.savebarec.org 



Educational Ag/Garden 
Program Beneficiaries 

• Curriculutn for all grade levels in local schools (K-12) 
• Currently students receive one week of Environmental Ed in K-12 
• We will be making our case for BAREC to SCC Office of Education 

September 21, 2005 
• All local colleges have expressed a need for BAREC in support of: 

• Environtnental Studies, Horticulture, Natural History, Biology 
• Teacher training in organic gardening 
• Adult education (college credit) 
• General Public Programs 
• Gardening is the # 1 leisure time activity in the U.S.; gardening is big business 
• Apprenticeship program ( ~45/season) similar to UCSC CASFS 
• Training for gardeners, landscape professionals, governtnent employees, 

home owners, and teachers 
• Landscape professional training in organic methods including school grounds 

tnaintenance 
• Restore home for Master Gardeners/Master Composters of SCC 
• Long term goal: to create a tnore balanced community with citizens who are 

prepared to create new environmental business opportunities 
http://www.savebarec.org 



What Do We Need from the SCC' Board 
of Supervisors to make this happen? 

• Your support for continuing to make BAREC unique for SCC and 
introducing a fourth chapter in BAREC's 150 years of community 
contribution. 

• We request the SCC Board of Supervisors write the State and City of 
Santa Clara indicating that SCC needs time to evaluate BAREC's future. 

• Refer to attached GCRCD letter and SCCOE sample letters 
• Consider the ways BAREC could help improve the environmental quality 

and education in the county with particular emphasis on our farrn/garden 
suggestions. 

• Report the BAREC issues to the County's Housing, Land Use, 
Environn1ental, and Transportation Committee (HLUET) for a hearing on 
the ways BAREC can help SCC and specifically what we are suggesting. 

• Apply to the EPA Grant Programs to get soil tests for BAREC and work 
with us to get accurate information on the chemicals used on BAREC over 
the years. 

/lttp://www.savebarec.org 



Addendum 

, ''"''',,«''Political/Legal Issues 
Around BAREC 

• Santa Clara 2002 Housing Study showed housing was not needed on 
BAREC 

• CA Civil Code Section 815: Preservation of Agricultural Land and Open 
Space ... among the most important environmental assets of California. 

• State failed to notify local or regional govt. agencies of BAREC's availability 
after they took possession of BARE C. Many regional and local agencies 
never knew of its availability before state offered it to developers. 

• Brown Act violations by City and State discussing BAREC without public 
involvetnent or notice 

• UC records from BAREC's library documenting soil contamination and 
history seem to be "missing" 

• State's consultants working on sale of BAREC gave campaign contributions 
to two Santa Clara City Councihnen who pushed for BAREC housing 

• State's developer is a UC Regent and owner of SummerHill Hotnes. 
Conflict of interest? 

+ These issues have been given to SCC District Attorney's office. 
http.~llwww.savebarec.org 



June 29, 2005 

Jeff Crone 
Department of General Services 
707 Third Street, Suite 6-130 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 

RE: Purchase Offer of State Property called BAREC in Santa Clara by a non-profit for 
State and local agency/government usage and benefit. 

Dear Mr. Crone: 

As a California non-profit corporation, VIVA (Valley Initiative for Values in Urban 
Agriculture and Horticulture) would like to make an offer to purchase the 17 +/-acre Bay 
Area Research and Extension Center (BAREC) at 90 to 125 Winchester Blvd. in Santa 
Clara. It is our desire for BAREC to remain permanently in agricultural open space and 
to continue contributing to the community as it has done for 150 years. We plan to be a 
center for agriculture, horticulture, and environmental issues in the Santa Clara Valley. 
Nothing like this exists in the Valley and it is a much-needed balance to the building 
construction everywhere. 

We are prepared to pay BAREC's value reported in the University of California Regents 
Committee on Finance March 15, 2000 minutes. This price is $10,000 per acre. We 
request that before we purchase the property the State inform us of any contamination 
issues so together we can determine how it will be cleaned up with the most organic and 
sustainable process as possible. 

All local and State agencies have not received a Department of General Services written 
notification of intent to sell BAREC. We have letters from several local and State 
agencies and governments stating that they need BAREC for their programs and goals. 
We have attached a list of some of these organizations, governments, and non-profits that 
would benefit as BAREC in agricultural open space. We plan to work and support the 
mission statements of these organizations: 

Sincerely Yours, 
Kathryn Mathewson, 
President, VIVA 

For more information on BAREC visit http://www.savebarec.org 



Office of the President 
March 8, 2000 

TO lVIEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: 

ITEM FOR ACTION 

For Meeting of March 15,2000 

REVERSION OF PROPERTY TO THE STATE, BAY AREA RESEARCH AND 
EXTENSION CENTER, SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

502 

The President recommends that the Committee on Finance recommend to the Regents that: 

(I) The Regents hereby resolve that the approximately 17-acre Bay Area Research and 
Extension Center property in Santa Clara County (BAREC) is no longer necessary for 
agricultural research. 

(2) The Secretary be authorized to execute a quit claim deed or other appropriate 
documentation conveying The Regents' interest in BAREC to the State of California, if 
requested by the state. 

BACKGROUND 

The Bay Area Research and Extension Center property (BAREC) was conveyed to The Regents of 
the University of California from the Director of Finance of the State of California for use in 
agricultural research in two parcels, the first in I 952 and the second in 1963. BAREC, as one of 
the University's ten agricultural research and extension centers, has contributed to California 
agriculture over the years. Current research at BAREC includes programs on turf grass, water 
management, integrated pest management, and field crops. The enabling legislation refers to the 
Department of Veteran Affairs; this department still retains a 0.54-acre parcel contiguous to 
BAREC. Both conveyances to the University contain a stipulation that: 

" ... In the event The Regents of the University of California shall by resolution at any time 
determine that the whole or any part of the property granted and conveyed hereunder is no 
longer desirable or necessary for use in agricultural research, the fee title to said property 
described in such resolution shall revert to and vest in the State of California upon the 
recording of such resolution in the official records of the County of Santa, Clara, State of 
California." 

As a result of budget negotiations between the University and Department of Finance, Item 6440-
00 I -0001 -For Support of University of California, Schedule (a), Provision: 17 of the Budget Act 
of 1999 states: 

"Of the amount appropriated in Schedule (a), $2,000,000 is for cooperative extension, 
contingent upon an assessment that land in Santa Clara County currently used for 
cooperative extension is available to the state for other purposes without restriction." 



COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
March 15,2000 
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The "land in Santa Clara County currently used for cooperative extension" is the land 
comprising BAREC. The $2,000,000 is a permanent allocation to the UC Cooperative Extension 
budget and is in exchange for the University returning the BAREC land to the state. 

Program Evaluation 

The Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources (DANR) has determined that the value of the 
augmentation for Cooperative Extension is of substantially greater benefit to its overall program 
than continued research at BAREC and that research needs served by the center can be addressed 
at other sites. The decision to recommend reversion of BAREC was driven by the need to increase 
funding for UC Cooperative Extension programs. Cooperative Extension absorbed significant 
budget cuts in the early 1990s. Besides the loss of more than 50 farm advisor positions, these 
reductions have significantly affected DANR's ability to deliver research-based educational 
information to user communities across the state. The $2.0 million permanent augmentation in the 
Budget Act of 1999 from this action will be used to begin to restore the UC Cooperative Extension 
program capabilities. 

A number of groups and individuals have expressed their concerns with the University's 
discontinuing agricultural research at BAREC. President Atkinson wrote to Regents concerning 
this issue in a letter dated August 16, 1999. While acknowledging public concerns, the President, 
with the concurrence of the Vice President for Agricultural and Natural Resources, recommends 
that the Board determine that BAREC is no longer necessary for agricultural research and that the 
property should revert to the state. 

An appropriate transition period to allow the completion of short-term research and transfer of 
other existing activities at BAREC will be negotiated with the state. A task force will be 
appointed by DANR to: 

relocate longer-term research projects to (i) the local area, (ii) other division sites 
(there are nine other research and extension centers), or (iii) to cooperator sites; 

recommend possible replacement or relocation ofBAREC agricultural 
infrastructure; and 

• recommend bridge funding where needed for researchers to establish new test sites 
and lots. 

Property Evaluation 

BAREC is located on the north side of Winchester Boulevard approximately one block east of its 
intersection with Stevens Creek Boulevard in the city of Santa Clara. The level site is bordered 
by older single-family residences to the north, east, and west, strip commercial to the southwest, 
and the Valley Fair regional shopping center to the south. Given its long public use history, the 
property is not presently zoned (although the local General Plan calls for moderate density 
residential). Following its reversion to the state, any development on the site would involve a 
thorough public approval process. Because of the use restrictions applicable to its ownership, the 
University has not had the BAREC land appraised. Free of the restrictions applicable to the 
University's ownership, however, this property is believed to have a fair market value in excess of 
$1,000,000 per acre. The unrestricted value would ultimately be dependent upon the zoning and 
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entitlement of the property. As restricted for the University's use, the property's value is 
comparable to agricultural land valued at approximately $10,000 per acre. In effect, the 
University's use of the BAREC land is analogous to a no-cost lease renewable for so tong as the 
land is used for agricultural research. 

In accordance with University procedures, the project, defined as the determination of Jack of 
necessity and the related reversion of the BAREC land, has been classified as exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 



SaveBAREC.org Page 1 of2 

Bav Area Besearcb and Extensloa center 
SaveBAREC. o~fJ Home 

What L'> BARIC? What is the Issue? Why save BABIC? How can I help ? 

"The greatest making of the future will be from a small piece of land." Abraham Lincoln 

anta Clara City Council Meetin 
April 26, 2005 

BAREC was on the Agenda 

"o'"'"'c'"' was placed on the agenda by request of Kirk 
Many people spoke and a lot of perspectives, 

stions, and information were shared with the 
neil. 

following quotes can be clicked on to hear and 
the actual video from the following people: 

Ianning Director Goodfellow: 
hose decisions [current development discussions] 

have made the entire 36 minute section of the merely preliminary, and the project will have to go 
'""'""'t'n" available via video below. Additionally, we h the full Environmental Impact (Report] review, 

-up the video into multiple segments, eneral Plan amendment re-zoning, and probably sub-
you to easily see specific testimony from ivision maps before any final decisions can be made 

sand Council members, making it easier to hear ite." 
information you are interested in. We listed some ontt19t [s~IE:?~9IeernentJ iscontirmenton the 

ighlight quotes from the video in the right column; ott.h<2 .. Qian!), ju!:;t a sit would be for the senLor 
•nn'""''""'r, in case there are any questions about the 

of the statements, we are also providing the .. ,the property i? GontarnJru:•ted .. Jhe vvQrst [sqiiJ 
re video for viewing. Simply click on a quote on the ation will..be phy!>icaHyremqved." 

and the video of the person saying those words t1C~::>ur1cilmember Caserta states: 
I start. The hand-outs given at the meeting are linked stand here .and.$?Y l~t.'.s just have it 
the bottom of this column. . .. op.en$pace." 

ity Introduction: 
CityM<u1ager lntroductiqn (:3 rnii1[Jtes · §QQKS) 
Planning Director lntrq<:Ju.ction {4mioutes - 1 M!3) 
City Manager lntroguc;tion (1 minute- 400KB) 

JJ{.;Jtlzen comments: 
Kirk VartaniMarguerite Lee (6 minutes- 1.8MB) 
Master Gardener Sharon McCray (3 minutes- 1MB) 
Lauren McCutcheon (2 minutes- 600KB) 
Suzie Keels (1 minute- 300KB) 

tp _doJhis?" 
~n•.•nr:ilm,AmthAr Mathews states: 

a fifth generation, native Santa Claran. My great, 
great. grandfather went out and fought: he's one 

those Civil War people." 
he history that I'm going to make is going to be made 

.. to get this site developed ... " 
not going to resolve Santana Row's issues of 

or Valley Fair's traffic by not developing this 

Anqy Grammet (2 minutes- 700KB) llv•Juttl.iumember Moore states: 
Bill Romano (2 minutes - 500KB) know there's a park; I'd like to see it be a little bit 

Staff/Council responses and comments: But, I think that neighborhood needs a park." 
Staff response- Goodfellow (2 minutes - 400KB) IIM::~vr'r Mahan states: 

Councilmember Caserta (2 minutes - 500KB) is,theprqperty is g()ing tQb~ t:J~yelgp_ed .. , 
Councilmember Mathews (2 minutes- 600KB) <::<m <:Jqjo stQp it \lYe can't 
Councilmember Moore (2 minutes- 700KB) :1:oDing art>Hr;:~rily, J,JIJit':ssyQq W<JlQtJo subjec;t 
Mayor Mahan (3 minutes - 800KB) Cityto ?~lawsJJittl1atwill P<!lnknmt it_ .. ::mt:J, ifsjust · 

documents were shared with the City Council and 
audience. Click on any one of them: 

. Kirk Vartan's Introduction, 2. Pre-meeting notes and 
nformation, 3. BAREC's supporter list, and 
. The San Jose Park's Committee letter, showing 

ete support for keeping BAREC as open space. 

gqingJo happ_en, ?nc:!l'm sgrryto ?ay,Jh?J's Justth~ 
.ofit." 

video of the Council meeting: 
ete video (36 minutes- 9MB) 

require: Microsof\Winqqw Meqia 



Suggested BAREC PROGRAMS and the supporting Organizations 

Visitor's Center: a Museum with Valley of Hearts Delight history including BAREC research, 
Interpretive Center, collection of Spanish Mission plants with farm from that period, Ethnic Foods 
and Cultural Contributions to our Food, Tours, Workshops, and Learning Resource Center. 
Supporters: Local Foundations, Archeology Dept. at Santa Clara University; Smithsonian 
Institute, Proposition 40, Federal Farmland Protection Act, Pioneer Society and California 
Historical Society, San Josa History Museum, and California History Center at DeAnza College; 

Organic Food and Nutrition: Local Farmers, Food and Flower Market, CSA Distribution Center, 
School and Senior Food Programs, Edible Landscaping, restaurant. 
Supporters: California Farm Link, Ecological Farming Association, CSA Program, Hidden Villa, 
U.S. Dept of Agriculture, Village Harvest Food Bank, Chez Panisse Foundation, home owners, 
School Districts, UC Santa Cruz Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, various agricultural 
organizations; 

Urban Gardening Research and Demonstration Center for Sustainabilitv: Offices, 
Educational Rooms, Demonstration Gardens, Weather Station, Field Trials, Continuing Education 
Library for Environmental, Agricultural, Horticultural, Landscape, Master Gardeners, and local 
colleges and universities. 
Supporters: Acterra, Audubon Society, CA Assoc. of Nurseries and Garden Centers, UC Santa 
Cruz Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, Environmental Studies at all local colleges, CA 
Landscape Contractors Association, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Sierra Club, Saratoga 
Horticultural Foundation, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition, Ecological Farm Association, Common 
Ground, CA Horticultural Society; CA Oaks Foundation, Garden Clubs; 

Horticultural Rehabilitation Program, 
Alternative Medicine Plant Collection, Educational Programs, Inter-generational Gardening. 
Supporters: nearby Hospitals (O'Connor and Valley), O'Connor Alternative Medicine Center, 
Mission Rehabilitation Center, Cabrillo College Horticultural Therapy Program, American School 
of Herbalism. 

Soil Stewardshig: Soil Testing Lab for the Biology of Soils (this will be the first in California), 
Master Composters, Composting research, Soil Micro-organism Pollution Clean-up. 
Supporters: Santa Clara Valley Water District, Santa Clara Valley Master Composters Program, 
Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition, Santa Clara Valley cities for their Greenwaste programs and 
chemical reduction programs, California farmers, landscape professionals, golf course and parks 
maintenance personnel. 

Demonstration Play Gardens, Gardening Day Care Center, Teacher 
Training, Natural Materials for Play, Plants for children, Plant Stories, Enriching the senses 
(beauty, smell, color) Garden as an art and science, School Outreach. 
Supporters: Valley Fair and Santana Row, School Districts, City Arts Commissions, Horticultural 
and Agricultural Societies, parents, Foundations interested in Children's health and education. 

Job Training: Training in all aspects of urban horticulture and agriculture. 
Supporters: The Nursery and Landscape Professionals, local schools, Mentoring Programs, 
Agroecology Program at UC Santa Cruz, Center for Employment Training, Job Corps, City Year, 
and California Conservation Corps. 

http://www.savebarec.org 
info@savebarec.org 
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